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. Mr. LANE: Committee on. the Judiclary.
H. R, 4653. A bill for the relief of the New
York Quinine & Chemical Works, Inc.; Merck
‘& Co.,, Inc; and Mallinckrodt Chemical
‘Works; without amendment (Rept. No. 882).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT, public bills
and resolutions were introduced and sev-
erally referred as follows:

By Mr.. McCORMACK:

H. R. 5526. A bill to authorize the President
to provide for the performance of certain
functions of the President by other officers of
the Government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
‘Executive Departments.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.5527. A bill to create a Federal Eco-
‘nomic Commission, to establish procedures
for the formulation and achievement of na-
tional economic goals, for the making of vol-
untary agreements in commerce, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
i.ng and Currency.

By Mr. McKINNON:

H. R. 5528. A Dbill to give effect to the con-
vention between the United States of Amer-
ica and the Republic of Costa Rica for the
establishment of an Inter-American Tropical
.Tuna Commission, signed at Washington,
May 31, 1849; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs. ;

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.R.5529. A bill to authorize the allow-
ance of leave credit to officers of the Army,
‘Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard,
and the Reserve components thereof, who
were denied such credit as the result of cer-
tain changes In their status between Septem-
ber 8, 1839, and August 8, 1946; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HOEVEN:

H.R.5530. A bill to extend the time in
which a motion or supplemental petition may
be filed to substitute the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation for certain dissolved cor-
porations in pending actions, and for other
‘purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
‘Currency.

By Mr. O'TOOLE:

H. R. 5531. A bill relating to the compensa-
tion of certain employees of the Panama
Canal; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. SASSCER:

H. R. 5532. A bill to amend laws relating to
the United States Military Academy and the
United States Naval Academy, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. SPENCE:

H.R.5533. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Housing Act, as amended, and the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Banking and
currency.

By Mr. DURHAM:

H.R.5534. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946; to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

By Mr. KEE:

H. R. 5535. A bill to amend the Philippine
Rehabilitation Act of 1946; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. YOUNG:

H.R.5536. A bill to repeal section 5a of
the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended,
relating to exemption from the antitrust laws
in the case of certain agreements between
carriers; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H. R.5537. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide for a term of
the United States district court at Eugene,
Oreg.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. MANSFIELD:

H.R.5538. A bill to provide that post-
masters and rural carriers in the postal serv-
ice shall be appointed solely on the basis
of fitness to perform the duties of the posi-
tion; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. EEE:

H. J. Res. 204. Joint resolution approving
an agreement relating to the resolution of
conflicting. claims to German enemy. assets
and related protocol, authorizing the Presi-
dent to enter into the agreement or other
agreements similar in character with certain
countries, and authorizing necessary appro-
priations; to the Committee on Foreign

Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private

‘bills and resolutions were introduced and

severally referred as follows:
By Mr. CELLER:
H.R.5530. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Claudia Weitlanner; to the Committee on the

HR. 5!'540 A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Marie Cobb; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. !

By Mr. FARRINGTON:

H.R.5641. A bill ‘to amend Private Law

No. 463, Seventy-sixth Congress; to the Com-

‘mittee on the Judiclary,

By Mr. GWINN:
H.R.5842. A bill for the relief of Ernest
J. Hoffmann; to the Committee on the

~Judiciary.

By Mr. HAVENNER:

H.R.5543. A bill for the relief of Albert
M. Goldberg; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. LANE:

H. R. 5544, A bill for the relief of Seyid Ali

Oglou Hussein, alias Seyld Ali Ebish Hus-

‘sein, alias Ismail Ebish Hussein; to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MANSFIELD:

H.R.55645. A bill for the relief of C. L.
Leffingwell; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

y By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R.5546. A bill for the rellef of Harry
Tansey; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. O'TOOLE (by request) :

H.R.5547. A bill for the relief of Enrico
Colandria; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. SCUDDER:

H.R.55648. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Olga

Mills; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1259, By Mr. MILES: Memorial of the
Legislature of New Mexico memorializing
the President of the United States to im-
mediately go on record as favoring the estab-
lishment of a Veterans’ Administration hos-
pital at Hot Springs, N. Mex, based on
physical medicine with a strong department
of physical medicine for crippled children;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

1260. By the SPEAEER: Petition of Certi-
fied Milk Producers’ Association of America,
Inc., New York City, N. Y., relative to their
opposition to the compulsory health bills
now pending before Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1261, Also, petition of the Board of Com-
missioners, City of Newark, Newark, N. J.,
requesting proper legislation necessary to
provide sufficient funds to assist the city
of Newark, and other municipalities in like
situations, in obtaining necessary hospital
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building facilities; to the Committes on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce,

1262. Also, petition of Speaker of Hellenic
Chamber of Deputles, Athens, Greece, wish~

ing the United States on American Inde-

pendence Day, enjoyment of everlasting
prosperity; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1263. Also, petition of Board of Commis-
sloners, City of Newark, Newark, N. J., re-
questing repeal of the Taft-Hartley law: to
the Committee on Education and Labor,

1264. Also, petition of Kent W. Thrun and
others, Toledo, Ohio, relative to protesting
the Barden bill, H. R. 4643; to the Commit-
tee on Educatlon and Labor.

1265. Also, petition of Mrs. Nelson Mason
and others, Los Angeles, Calif,, requesting
passage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known
as the Townsend plan; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

1266. Also, petition of Raymond Brindle
and’ others, Chambersburg, Pa., requesting
passage of H, R. 2135 and H. R. 2136. known
as the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1267. Also, petition of Mrs, Alfred - H,
Stevens and others, Bristol, S, Dak., request-
ing passage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136,
known as the Townsend plan; to the Oom-
mittee on Ways and Means.

SENATE

Fripay, JuLy 8, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met, in executive session,
at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby-
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, we rejoice that daily we
may enter into counsel with the source
of all wisdom. We believe that the diffi-
cult world problems which we are now
facing can be solved by means of a lofty
international idealism.

We thank Thee for the noble aspira-
tions and courage of our leaders in the
affairs of government who are Seeking
to make our beloved country great and
glorious, not through the conquest of any
nation but in service to all the members
of the human family.

Show us how we may lift the shadows
of fear from every darkened and bur-
dened land. May our vision of a lasting
world peace never be eclipsed or extin-
guished. Enlarge our faith in the moral
and spiritual forces and in the power of
righteousness and the strength of justice.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of Thursday, July 7,
1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-

tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its



9080

reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 1008) to define the
application of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act and the Clayton Act to cer-
tain pricing practices, with amendments,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S,
1070) to establish a national housing ob-
jective and the policy to be followed in
the attainment thereof, to provide Fed-
eral aid to assist slum-clearance projects
and low-rent public-housing projects
initiated by local agencies, to provide
for financial assistance by the Secretary
of Agriculture for farm housing, and for
other purposes.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendment
of the Senate to each of the following
bills of the House:

H.R.623. An act for the relief of Sadako
Takagi; and

H.R.8127. An act to authorize the ad-
mission into the United States of Jacob
Gross, a minor,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

8. 113, An act for the rellef of Helen
Louise Oles;

8.230. An act for the relief of Mrs. Sonia
EKaye Johnston;

B.322. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ger-
trude H. Westaway, legal guardian of Bobby
Niles Johnson, a minor;

S5.628. An act for the rellef of George
Krinopolis;

S.980. An act for the relief of Toshie Oku-
tomi;

S.1138. An act for the relief of John W.
Crumpacker, commander, United States
Navy;

S.1167. An act for the rellef of the estate
of Marion Miller;

S.1168. An act to amend section 2680 of
title 28, United States Code;

S.1296. An act for the rellef of Murphy &
Wischmeyer;

8.1359. An act to repeal the provisions of
the Alaska Railroad Retirement Act of June
20, 1936, as amended, and sectlons 81 to 107
of the Canal Zone Code and to extend the
benefits of the Civil Bervice Retirement Act
of May 29, 1930, as amended, to officers and
employees to Whom such provisions are ap-
plicable; and

S5.1688. An act to provide for certain ad-
Justments on the promotion list of the Med-
ical Service Corps of the Regular Army.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr, LUCAS. I suggest the absence of
& quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.
The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Ferguson Jenner
Anderson Flanders Johnson, Colo
Baldwin Frear Johnston, 8. C.
Brewster Gillette Eefauver
Bricker Green

Butler Gurney Eerr

Cain Hendrickson Knowland
Capehart Hickenlooper Langer
Chapman Lodge

Chavez Long
Connally Holland Lucas
Donnell Hunt MeCarran
Ecton Ives McClellan
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McFarland Neely Taft
McGrath O’'Conor Thomas, Utah
McKellar Pepper Thye
Malone Reed Vandenberg
Martin Robertson ‘Watkins
Maybank Russell ‘Wherry
Miller Saltonstall Wiley
Morse Smith, Maine Willlams
Mundt Smith, N. J. Withers
Murray Sparkman Young
Myers Stennis

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas], the
Senator from California [Mr. DowNEY],
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BrIGHT], the Senator from Arizona [Mr,
Havpenl, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr, KiLcorel, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY],
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TroMAs], and the Senator from Mary-
Jand [Mr, TvypinGs] are detained on of-
ficial business in meetings of committees
of the Senate.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr,
EasTLanD], the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr, GraraM], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY], and the
Senator from Texas [Mr, JouNSON] are
absent on public business.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr,
GeorGge] and the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. TavLor] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from Touisiana [Mr. EL-
LENDER] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, having been appoint-
ed an adviser to the delegation of the
United States of America to the Second
World Health Organization Assembly,
meeting at Rome, Italy.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
McManroN] is absent on official business,
presiding at a meeting of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy in connection
witk an investigation of the affairs of the
Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Eansas [Mr. ScHOEP-
PEL] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. MiL-
LIKIN] is in attendance at a meeting of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY] is detained on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes] and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. CorpoN] are detained be-
cause of attendance at a meeting of the
Committee on Appropriations.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. ToeeY] is absent on official business.

By order of the Senate, the following
announcement is made:

The members of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy are in attendance at a
meeting of the joint committee in con-
nection with an investigation of the af-
fairs of the Atomic Energy Commission.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

SENATOR FROM NEW YOREK

Mr. IVES. Mr, President, I send to
the desk a certificate signed by Thomas
E. Dewey, Governor of the State of New
York, witnessed by Thomas J. Curran,
secretary of state of the State of New
York, appointing Joan FosTER DULLES t0
fill the vacancy in the Senate from the
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Btate of New York caused by the resig-
nation of Hon. Robert F. Wagner.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will read the certificate of appoint-
ment.

The certificate of appointment was
read, as follows:

BTaTE oF NEw YORK,
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER,
Albany.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE
UNITED STATES!:

This is to certify that, pursuant to the
power vested In me by the Constitution of
the United States and the laws of the Btate
of New York, I, Thomas E. Dewey, the Gov-
ernor of sald State, do hereby appoint Joun
FosteEr DULLES a Senator from said State to
represent sald State in the Benate of the
United States until the vacancy therein,
caused by the resignation of the Honorable
Robert F, Wagner, is filled by election, as
provided by law,

Witness: Thomas E. Dewey, Governor of
our said State, and our seal hereto affixed at
our city of Albany, the 7th day of July, in the
year of our Lord 1949,

THOMAS E. DEWEY.

Attest:

[sEAL] TrOMAS J. CURRAN,

Secretary of State of the State of New
York.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The certifi-
cate will be placed on file, Is the Sena-
tor-designate ready to take the oath?

Mr. IVES. The Senator-designate is
present and ready to take the oath.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Sen=-
ator-designate will step forward the oath
will be administered to him.

Mr. DULLES, escorted by Mr. Ives,
advanced to the desk and the oath pre-
scribed by law was administered to him
by the Vice President.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE LEGISLATIVE
BUSINESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators be per-
mitted to introduce bills and joint reso=-
lutions and incorporate routine matters
into the Recorp, as though the Senate
1I;Ire!re in the morning hour, without de-

ate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob=
Jection, it is so ordered.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, and referred as indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Btate of California; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 33

“Joint resolution relative to memorializing
+ Congress to enact legislation to give

employees civil-service credit for time

epent in military service

“Whereas individuals on Federal civil-serv-
ice 1jsts who were called up for appointment
in the postal service while they were in the
armed forces and who entered the postal
service upon separation from the armed
forces, have received, for time spent in the
armed forces, credit in the postal service for
the purposes of senlority, salary raises, and
promotions; and

“Whereas veterans who have taken exami-
nations for the postal service since the war
have not been accorded similar benefits; and

“Whereas it 1s evident that all veterans
should be granted equal recognition for their
service to our country; and

“Whereas legislation is now pending before
Congress which, if enacted, would result in
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according like benefits to all veterans in the
postal service or who enter that service within
3 years: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California (jointly), That the
Congress of the United States is respectfully
memorialized to enact legislation to grant
like benefits to all veterans in the postal serv=
ice of the United States; and be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the
assembly is directed to transmit a copy of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and to each
Senator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee
o~ Public Works:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 23

“Joint resolution relative to the construc-
tion of navigable channels on the Sacra-
mento and Feather Rivers
“Whereas navigable channels on both the

Sacramento River and the Feather River to

points in the counties north of SBacramento

County would greatly relieve the overbur-

dened transportation facilities in the State

of California: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California (jointly), That
Congress is respectfully memorialized to
enact such legislation as may be necessary
to authorize and direct the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, to conduct a
survey as to the feasibility of constructing
navigable channels on the Sacramento River
and on the Feather River to points in the
counties north of Sacramento, Calif.; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly is directed to transmit coples of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presl-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to each
Senator and Representative in Congress from
California.”

Petitions of J. S, Thompson and sundry
other citizens of the State of Texas, relating
to the payment of old-age pensions in Texas
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

A telegram in the nature of a petition
from the Tuskegee (Ala.) Civie Association,
gigned by C. A. Walwyn, president, and Wil-
liam P. Mitchell, secretary, relating to the
internal affairs of Alabama; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

Resolutions adopted by the board of trus-
tees of the Bishop Clarkson Memorial Hos-
pital, Omaha, Nebr., and the Woodbury
County Medical Society, Sioux City, Iowa,
protesting against the enactment of legis-
lation providing compulsory health insur-
ance; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

5.5565. A bill for the relief of Eiko Naka-
mura; with an amendment (Rept. No. 624);

8, 586. A bill for the relief of G. Brinton
Fagen; with amendments (Rept. No. 625);

5.787. A bill for the relief of William
(Vasilios) Kotsakis; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 626);

S5.843. A bill for the relief of S. M. Price;
without amendment (Rept. No. 627);

8.1026. A bill for the relief of Roman
Szymanski and Anastosia Szymanski; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 628);

S.1166. A bill for the relief of Toriko
Tateuchi; with an amendment (Rept. No.
629);

H.R.1127. A bill for the relief of Sirkka
Slirl Saarelainen; without amendment (Rept.
No. 630);

H.R.1466. A bill for the relief of Daniel
Kim; with an amendment (Rept. No. 631);
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H. R. 1625. A bill for the relief of Christine
Eono; with an amendment (Rept. No. 632);

H.R.1950. A bill for the relief of certain
consultants formerly employed by the Tech-
nical Industrial Intelligence Committee of
the Foreign Economic Administration, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 633);

H.R.2084. A bill for the relief of Teiko
Horikawa and Yoshiko Horikawa; with an

ramendment (Rept. No. 634);

H.R.2850. A bill for the rellef of Denise
Simeon Boutant; with an amendment (Rept,
No. 635) ;

H.R.3467. A bill for the relief of Franz
Eugene Laub; without amendment (Rept.
No. 638); and

H. R.4804. A bill to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Karl Frederick EKucker; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 637).

By Mr. McGRATH, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia:

S.1870. A bill prohibiting the sale in the
District of Columbia of rockfish weighing
more than 15 pounds; without amendment
(Rept. No. 638).

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee
on Appropriations:

H. R, 4177. A bill making appropriations for
the Executive Office and sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, agencies, and offices for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1950, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No, 639).

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CER-
TAIN ALTENS—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President,
from the Committee on the Judiciary, I
report an original concurrent resolution,
and I submit a report (No. 623) thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the concurrent res=
olution will be placed on the Calendar.

The concurrent resolution (8. Con.
Res. 51) was ordered to be placed on the
calendar, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
favors the suspension of deportation in the
case of each alien hereinafter named, in
which case the Attorney General has sus-
pended deportation for more than 6 months,

A-27T1684, Aperanthitis, Panagiotis Ioan-
nis, or Peter John Apera, or Peter J. Apera.

A-T611537, Arlen, Michael, or Dikran EKou=-
youmjian.

A-2633023, Arlen, Atalanta (nee Mercatl).

A-7568182, Arlen, Michael John.

A-T009816, Arlen, Venetla Valerle.

A-4503370, Arouani, Abdalla,

A-5967722, Arroyo, Esteban, or Esteban
Arcia, or Stevan Aroya, or Esteban Arroyos,
or Esteban Arroyo Marbolejo.

A-1701572, Alvarez-Canga, Maria Azucena.

A-6657337, Aboujdid, Nicole (alias Nicole
Cerisler).

A-6870289, Amaral, Jr., Antonlo Pacheco.

A-2995518, Bacolot, Pablo Lopez,

A-6778491, Baic, Anna (alias Ana Mikasic
and Ana Podrebarac).

A-0618944, Bain, Stafford, or Stafford Wil-
liam Bain,

A-T195322, Baker, Ana Marla (formerly
Ana Maria De Ruiz nee Aleman y Valdes).

A-TT733557, Baldivieso, Jose Guzman,

A-8423226, Beard, Beverly Ann,

A-2308859, Bellacicco, Ortenza (nee Santo-
emma or Maria Teresa Pizzi).

A-T7780875, Benjamin, David Alexander
Palmer.

A-1436240, Beresford, Charles Willlam
Marcus De La Poer Horsely.

A-9655128, Berge, Kaare,

A-4272848, Berweger, Karl.

A-5576453, Besterman, Alexander, or Alex-
ander Best.

A-1508013, Black, Robert Cecil,
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A-T083995, Blair, David Phipps, or David
Blair Eeller.

A-6810164, Bogas, Katerina or Katherine
(nee Manetas).

A-4271591, Bondesani, Giovanni, or John
Bombeseme (also known as John Bondesani).

A-3807933, Bowerman, John Leslie (alias
John Lester alias Leslie Bowerman).

A-T050922, Bratsch, Leanne Brigitte.

A-7050823, Bratsch, Barbara Renate,

A-5290128, Bresilley, Ralph Marcel.

A-6187939, Browne, John William.

A-5945877, Caiby, Lillian Cassilda (nee
Vanterpool).

A-6075141, Calloway, Dinah Alonso.

A-6211762, Campos, Amada, or Amada Vie=
toria Campos.

A-6262101, Cnhristodoulou, Panagiotis Ef-
thimiou.

A-6262102, Christodoulou, Demetrios.

A-6456785, Clarke, Jenine Frances, or
Jeanne Clarke.

A-3589473, Clarkson, Alick,

A-4342833, Comrie, Albert Thomas.

A-T673528, Coterillo, Gerardo, or Gerardo
Coterillo y Serno.

A-3960443, Culhane, Clara, or Clara Hall.

A-3516845, Cundekovic, Imbro, or Jim
Cundekovic,

A-6018616, Chwalibog, Stanislawa Marie
Kowal (nee Kowal).

A-3198842, Da Cruz, Manuel Joao. )

A-3460744, Damacus, John (alias Ioan °
Damacus alias Domacus).

A-3627768, D'Amico, Antonino, or Anthony
D'Amico.

A-6261644, Davis, Eftyhia.

£i-6419945, Davis, Grace I., or Grace Iris
Noel or Grace Iris Hines.

A-€031886, De Blanco, Maria Covadonga
Villa Diego, or Maria de la Concepcion Diaz
¥y Gonzalez or Maria Covadonga Villa Diego,

A-6870214, De Estrada, Maria Gonzaliz.

A-6855830, Estrada, Apolincr, or Apolinar
Estrada-Aragones.

A-T044403, De Garcla, Francisca Alvarado,
or Franecisca Alvarado Martinez; Mrs. Pancho
Garcia.

A-6870263, De Lara, Andres, or Andres
Lara De Luevano or Andres Lara De Nuevano.

A~-2517640, De La Torre Gonzalez, Domingo.

A-6492269, De Iieva, Onesima Flores
(aliases Onesima Flores; Onesima Flores de
Leyva; Onesima Flores Leyva).

A-4806150, Demma, Giuseppe Luigli, or
Gluseppe L. Demma; Joseph L. Demma or
Joe L. Demma or Giuseppe Fu Luigi Demma.

A-1776358, De Montez, Guadalupe Garcia,
or Guadalupe Garcia de Montes or Guadalupe
Garcia.

A-6834473, De Muniz, Isabel Mendoza.

A-3410203, Domingues, Evaristo.

A-6944962, Eith, Alice.

A-6501281, Emberton, Peter James, or Peter
James Murphy.

Ena—4232171, Eng, Robert Ming, or Bock Ming

g.

A-1469028, Ervin, John Kerr.

A-23B5266, Eteng, Hameed.

A-9542092, Exadaktylos, Nicholas.

A-7740841, Fablanich, Loulse (nee Alojzija
Stepihar).

A-TT739179, Fablanich, Earin Dolores.

A-5332034, Falco, Vincent, or Vincenzo
Falco.

A-2552550, Fong, May Chan or Chan Shee
I{TYuet Ngo), Chan Yuet Ngo, or Fong Yuet

go.

A-8550813, Frederick, Fleur-Ange Rita.

A-T749501, Froe, Marie Hughes Leonide
Lanoix, or Marie Hughes Leonide Lanoix.

A-3026759, Garcia-Robledo, Alfredo, or Al-
fred Robledo and Alfred Zante,

A-4001560, Genauer, Reuben.

A-6920812, George, Eenneth Esdaille.

A-3035145, Gitales, Nathaniel, or Nathan
Gale.

A-5300544, Gombos, Helen McKinnon, or
Helen U. McKinnon or Hellin Unelna Myk-
kanen.

A-6904549, Gomez-Villegas, Antonio.

A-8904547, Gomez, Maria Elensa,

A-T7794943, Gonzales, Praxedes.
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A-T794944, Gonzales, Dora Rosalia.

A-6780505, Gonzalez-Estrada, Luis.

A-6T11057, Gonzalez-Vasquez, Jose Fran-
clsco, or Francisco Gonzalez Vasquez,

A-5801008, Gormley, Alexander Aloysious,
or Alexander Aloysious Malone.

A-4357509, Gouldwin, Ralph Marl or Gold-
enberg, or John Travers.

A-2835254, Gregorutti, Carl, or Carl Greg-
oruttie, or Carl Gregor.

A-6877289, Guerrero, Oscar,

A-3052398, Guido, Concetta Mary (nee
Bavina or Concetta Mary Johnson).

A-1246882, Hadeed, Joseph Farah.

A-1276069, Halfhide, Frank, or Francois
‘Willem Bechtold.

A-6306576, Hanson, Alexander Edward.

A-3237254, Hatzigiorge, Dimitrios Ioanos.

A-4182082, Hatzlhoffer, Elizabeth Katherine
(nee Szedula).

A-T7054945, Helle, Robert.

A-6590046, Heise, Rosalla Concepclon.

A-6956240, Henrlot, Gisele Aline Germaine.

A-4919945, Lan, Wong Wal (alias Wal Lan
Huang or Mrs. Huang).

A-5564387, Huang, Fung Euan (alias Fung
Kuan Huan).

A-4837631, Hung, Ewan King.

A-5003159, Jaboneta, Ernesto Garson, Jr.

A-2682492, Janik, Plotr or Peter.

A-6502043, Jasso-Castaneda, Miguel, or
Arturo Eulogio Jasso.

A-6517165, Eairinen, Ella Orvokkl.

A-6517166, Kairinen, Virpl Helena.

A-21755671, Kallitsis, John Efstathesis, or
Steve Kallys.

A-6827887,
Menas.

A-1498485, Karrow, Elizabeth Margaret
(alias Hartman nee Clark allas Bessie Mar-
garet Karrow).

A-1T707924, Kawas, George (alias George
Balat).

A-6886041, Eazinsky, Rdward Louls.

A-6866042, Kazinsky, Betty Loulse.

A-B8861481, Eazinsky, George Bernard.

A-6246459, Kontogianis, Irene or Kon-
tagianis (nee Zacharias).

A-3815056, Kosta, Frank, or Franc EKosta.

A-§929651, Lachesky, Diana Marla, or Diana
Maria Ruffini.

A-2891836, Lampos, Simos Adamandios, or
Bam Lampos.

A-3708285, Landman, Anne (nee Annle
Rosenberg or Annle Ross).

A-96C0789, Le Moullec, Francois.

A-3809598, Leu, Eee Sang, or Leu Woh Hing
or Ho Hing or Eeu Sang Lew or Lieu Woh

Karousos, John Nicholas or

A-2782061, Leung, Yin Young.

A-6237325, Leung, Suey Jin Chin, or Suey
Jin Chin or Chin Bhee.

A-1161352, Lim, Chow Har Lee, or Lee Chow
Har or Lim Lee Bhee.

A-6142232, Lin, Hsl Hung.

A-T790120, Lin Ying (nee Liu Wing).

A-6912681, Loistl, Earin.

A-1332726, Lukasick, Barbara, or Barbara
Birsic or Agatha Maticicz.

A-5251248, Ma, Bchwen Wel, or Joseph
(Schwen Wei) Ma.

A-5402002, Ma, Tien Djen Nyi, or Bessie Nyi
Ma.

A-1836212, Macias, Alfonso Rodriguesz.

A-4738157, Maloney, Clara Bridget (nee
Miller).

A-2047097, Manetas, Leonidas Demitrios,
or Louis James Manetas,

A-2355506, Marson, Gino Carlo Andrea, or
Gino Carlo Marson.

A-5758401, Martin, Eileen Mary (nee Mec-
Donnell).

A-6027173, Martinez, Cornello, or Cornelio
Martiner Salas.

A-4213927, Maschas, Anastasios John,

A-6028993, May, John Joseph, or John
Joseph Ciecklewicz.

A-B380779, Meaina-Solis, Isaac, or Isaac
Bolis Medina.

A-6380780, Medina, Fernanda Briano De, or
Fernanda Briano-Carlos.

A-4022516, Meichle, Ernest.
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A-3286750, Mendes, Joao Rodriguez, or Joao
R. Mendes or John R. Mendes.

A-4705629, Messina, Franclsco Paolo, or
Frank Paolo Messina.
A-21T71255, Meza,

Loreto R. Meza.

A-6709435, Miller, Mary Eatherine, or Mary
Katherine Sloan or Mary Eatherine Gritzfeld.

A—4826150, Min, Sun Nien.

A-2520497, Mirtsopulos, Christos Yovany, or
Chr'sto Mitsopulos; Miztsopulos or Mishopou-
los; John Chris; Christor Yovany; or Joyan
Spiroff.

A-6865996, Mobley, Helena Valentina, or
Helena Valentina Gonsalves.

A—6848746, Monsivaiz, Manuel.

A-6844270, Monsivaiz, Aureliano.

A-9776724, Montoya, Jesus Untoria, or
Jesus Montoya.

A-6928183, Mora-Ruiz, Fortunato.

A-TT34830, Morgan, Inez Hrlene (nee Dis-
mont).

A-5119705, Muchin, Janina, or Jean
Muchin (nee Tratenalte or Jean Broten,
formerly Leach, or Jennie Leach).

A-4912148, McCoy, Nora Ellen, or Nora
Ellen McCoy (nee Sherne).

A-4345005, Nelting, Barbara Romana (nee
Barbara Romana Weidler).

A—6854576, Nilsson, Arthur Christopher.

A-5897562, Normington, James Eastwood.

A-4229403, Nyman, Johannes Severin.

A-2879623, Oakland, Nils Mikal.

A-8665371, Oaks, Archer Lee.

A-8425331, Ortiz-Rodriguez, Enriqueta.

A-6425348, Ortiz-Rodriguez, Dora.

A-3596393, Osmond, Morley William.

A-6948178, Padilla-Avila, Alberto, or Al-
berto Padilla.

A-6736736, Pakidoff, Olga Igorevna, or Olga
Igor Pak. :

A-2153589, Papadimitrios, Michael Joseph.

A-4233414, Pereira, Francisco Antonio.

A-1951087, Perolini, Paul, or Paolo Perolini.

A-4117439, Perolini, Josephine, or Jose-
phine Pepino.

A-6611856, Phillips, John Brian, or John
Brian Phillips Nast.

A-3784284, Polansky, Anna (nee Sudia).

A-6834422, Ponce, Manuel, or Manuel
Hernandez Ponce, Merced Hernandez Ponce.

A-4T64040, Psaros, Markos,

A-4444460, Purewal, Bhagat Singh, or
Bhagat Singh.

A-6021T15, Rabsatt, Andrice Ford.

A-1332304, Rauch, Eurt Theodore (allas
Curt Smoke).

A-4287048, Reimann, August.

A-8470010, Rettura, Vincenzo, or Jim
Rettura.

A-3861187, Roceca, Gennaro.

A-2745606, Rochkind, Esther (nee Esther
Goldfarb),

A-T7049650, Rodriguez, Cesarlo, or Cesario
Rodriguez Cazares.

A-T7049712, Rodriguez,
Florencio M. Rodriguez.

A-2963679, Roleira, Luis Antonio Gan-

Loreto Rodriguez, or

Florenclo, or

Vez.

A-3689180, Sabina, Manuel Pereira, or
Manueal Pereira or Faustino Marquis.

A-39268563, Sadow, Bertha (nee Mark or
Polly Sadow).

A-6279634, Sandon, Rodolofo Riceardo, or
Rodolfo Riccardo Sandon or Rudolph
Richard Sandon.

A-4604983, Savrames, Harry, or Haralombos
Bavramis.

A-1484796, Seesodla, Jehan Warliker, or
Jehan Warliker or Jehan Seesodia.

A-8092937, Setford, Peter Michael Harold.

A-2862964, Shafarzek, Raymond or Rai-
mund.

A-2862061, Shafarzek, Isabella (nee Ney-
ma; £

A-5017949, Shlau, Yen Guang.

A-2246566, Bkogg, Helga Berntine (nee
Karlson, formerly Morck).

A-7028542, Sliwinshi, Christine Dolores
(alias Erystyna Dolores Sliwinska),

A-1086676, BSokoloff, Philip, or Feitel
Bokolofsky.
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A-1584153, Spinelll, Pletro
Bpinelll.

A-3878575, Btakorec, Dragutin, or Mike or
Frank or Mike Frank Stakorec.

A-5056114, Stamford, William Gilbert, or
Frank Stamford.

A-6808067, Stead, Mildred Phoebe.

A-2854491, Stefanides, Stefanos (alias Steve
Stefanides).

A-4063314, Stephenson, Margaret Lillian
Elva (nee Saint Amand).

A-T036742, Stuart, Allan Joseph.

A-2324024, Susnjar, Stoyan Nick, or Stojon
Busnjar or Stojen Nikola Susnjar or Steve
Susnjar or Nick Susnjar.

A-2949381, Tants, Wilhelm Heinrich, or
William H. Tants.

A-3847182, Tauras, Juozas,
Tauras.

A-5615952, Thomas, Willlam Edwin.

A-T792039, Thrapp, Casta Carles (nee Casta
Carles).

A-4206036, Titones, Michael Ioannes, or
Mike or Mike John Titones or Michael
Tetonis.

A-2427689, Tombyll, Ross John.

A-6917723, Turco, Gluseppe, or John Jo-
seph Turco or Joseph Turco.

A-6378224, Turner, Lurline Joyce.

A-6877264, Tuttle, Douglas James.

A-2889725, Tzanavaras, Georgios Elef-
theriou, or George Tzavaris,

A-6884687, Ureno, Manuel,
Ureno-Flores.

A-1416293, Usnap, Charles Helmuth, or
EKabol Helmuth or Helmuth Karlovitch or
Charles H. Usnap.

A-1269931, Vadala, Antonino, or Anthony
Vadala.

A-6479380, Van Eycke, Marie Surdiacourt
(nee Marie Surdiacourt).

A-6937319, Van Wolde, Herman C., or Her-
mannus (Harmannus).

A-T7083041, Varangis,
Varangis.

A-6920042, Vavala, Mariangela Glelia Nevl.

A-6712243, Vavala, Maria Concetta (nee
Anzoise).

A-3194481, Vavilis, Michael George.

A-6102151, Villasenor-Navarro, Daniel.

A~-4031280, Watt, Iu Chan.

A-5197229, Watt, Mol Kwai Yuk Chan.

A-6730877, Wilson, Helen Louise (alias
Helen L. Andrews alias Helen Louise An-
drews alias Helen Louise Thompson).

A-T794046, Williams, Emily Evangeline (nee
Todd)

A-5132143, Woodhall, Richard Henry, or
Richard or Henry Woocdhall,

A-5880501, Woods, Eileen,

A-1285419, Yates, Thomas, Junior.

A-3388992, Yen, Chin Shik, or Thomas Yen
Chin.

A-TT735280, Yudice, Julio Hector.

A-6195068, Yudice, Carlota Angelica (nee
Espinola).

A-6555335, Zacharakopoulos, John George.

A-4334369, Zole, Emilio, or Emilio Zole Di
Cesare.

A-2013687, Zoulls, Vasilios, or William or
Bill Zoulls.

A-6821734, Zunic, Frank, or Frane Zunic.

REPORTS OF PERSONNEL AND FUNDS BY

COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123,
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol-
lowing reports were received by the Sec-
retary of the Senate:

Peter, or

or Joseph

or Manuel

Antonios, or Toni

JuoLy 7, 1949.
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—SUBCOMMITTEE ON

FUNDS AUTHORIZED AND EXPENDED UNDER

SENATE RESOLUTION 52 AND SENATE RESOLU-

TION 259
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con-
gress, first session, submits the following re-
port showing the name, profession, and total
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salary of each person employed by 1t and its
subcommittees for the period from January
1 to February 15, 1849, together with the
funds available to and expended by it and its
subcommittees:

Rateof |
otal
Name and profession Brosa salary
annual {0 ived
salary
Ell E, Nobleman, counsel, Sub-
committee on Relations’ With
International Organizations (8.
RAS INR): ) o s SRR PR $7, 563. 07/81, 004. 61
Margaret B. Buchholz, eclerk-
stenographer, Subcommittee on
Relations With International
Organizations (S Res. 152)___....| 3,79L.04] 242,20
Paul H. Menk, Jr., administrative
analyst, Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Executive Depart-
ments (8, Res. 250).c.cceceeacaaaa| 7,108,006 59590

Total funds authorized or agpmpriated for 3

expenditure under 8, Res, 152. .. _oacacannn , 000, 00
Total amount expended:
ttee on I Vern-
mental Relations. .......__.._ $5, 517. 02
Subcommittee on Relations
With International Organiza-
e The e el e e 10, 169. 89
Coaméttee (}lil E})pendittlm:isn 5 70.42
t xecutive De ments. &
i —_— 21,396, 33
Balance unexpended 8, 603, 67

JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman.

Jury T, 1949.
EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightleth Con-
gress, first session, submits the following re-
port showing the name, profession, and total
salary of each person employed by it and its
subcommittees for the period from January
1 to June 30, 1949, together with the funds
available to and expended by it and its sub-
committees:

Rate of

Total
Name and profession nﬁ’ﬁsﬂ salary
gality received

‘Walter L. Reynolds, chief elerk_ . _.|$10, 330. 0085, 077.07
Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief
5,446, 32| 2, 723.16

clerk._.
Mollie Jo MeCsﬂ.hy {Mrs }. ¢leri-
eal agslstant. i ade e 3,873, 80| 1,452.64
Emlly I Tmnyscn (Mrs.), c!crical
3, 701.04| 1,895, 52
3, 056. 56/ 1, 078. 20

Marle C Tylor ~clerical assistant....

Velda Blanche Holder, clerical as-
3, 542,74 1,771.32
10, 330. 00| 1, 262. 55

sistant . ...~
7. H. Macomber, Jr. (to Feb, 14,

9, 854,13 1, 642. 34
10, 330. 00| 1, 291,24

1949), chiefelerk._ .. . ...
Philip C. Ward (to Fah 28, 1949),

7,958.08{ 3,970.01
8, 669. 10 3, 852, 60

pwfesaionnl staff member.........
10, 330. 00| 3, 328, 54

mber.
Gordon R. Ewing (to Feb 15,1948),
Profmionsl staff member.........
G enn K bhri\rar, professional staff

Mﬂes Scull Jr., professional staff
Herman C, Loeffer, professional
staff b

Fundsauthorized or appropriated for commit- s

tee expenditure 10, 000. 00

Amount expended 1, 356, 67
Balance unexpended. ..o voeeeemeonen- 8,643, 23
JoHN L, McCLELLAN,
Chairman,
Jory 7, 1949.

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS (S, RES., §1)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentioned committee, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con-
gress, first session, submits the following re-
port showing the name, profession, and total
salary of each person employed by it and its
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subcommittees for the period from February
16 to June 30, 1949, together with the funds
available to and expended by it and its sub-
committees:

Rate of

Taotal
Name and profession ug?liil salary
salary received

Paul H, Menk, Jr., staff member...| $7, 800, 07$2, 25.00

Funds authorized or appropriated for sub-

committee e:j)enditure ____________________ £15, 000, 00
Amount exp d 3, 200, 62
Balanece unexpended.._. ..o 11, 799, 38

JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman.

Jury 7, 1949,
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—SUBCOMMITTEE ON
RELATIONS WITH INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS (8. RES, 51)

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE:

The above-mentloned committee, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con-
gress, first session, submits the following re-
port showing the name, profession, and total
salary of each person employed by it and its
subcommittees for the perlod from February
16 to June 30, 1940, together with the funds
available to and expended by it and its sub-
committees:

Rate of
Total
Name and profession af::ﬁl salary
salary received
Eli E. Nobleman, counsel.......... $7, 563, 07|82, 836, 12
Helen P, Dailey, clerk-typist....... 3,450, 98 1,297.48

Funds authorized or appropriated for sub-
committee expenditire. oo eeeeaeee $18, 000, 00

Amount exp 4,376. 42
Balance pended 13.623. 58
JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman.

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS
ACT RELATING TO MINIMUM WAGES—
ADDITIONAL SPONSORS—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare, I ask unanimous consent to
enlarge the authorship of 8. 653, to pro-
vide for the amendment of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, and for other pur-
poses, so that it will read “Introduced by
Senator TrHomas of Utah (on behalf of
himself and Mr. MURRrAY, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
Hivyn, Mr. NEeLy, Mr. DoucLas, Mr. HoM-
PHREY, Mr. WITHERS, Mr. TAFT, Mr. AIKEN,

_Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey, Mr. Morse and

Mr. DonnEeLL).” All members of the
committee expressed the desire to be on
the bill and the chairman, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. TraoMas], of the full
committee has requested that this be
done.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PEPPER. MTr. President, from the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
I now ask unanimous consent to report
favorably the bill (S. 653) to provide for
the amendment of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938, and for other purposes,
with an amendment, and I submit a re-
port (No. 640) thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection the report will be received, and
the bill will be placed on the Calendar.
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr, VANDENBERG:

5.2217. A bill for the relief of Aung Chein;

5.2218. A blll for the relief of Chao Chi-
Hal, also known as Chi-Hal Chao;

5. 2219. A bill for the relief of James Chiu-
Chang Wang; and

5.2220. A bill for the rellef of Hsin Wen
Chen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, LODGE:

5.2221. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Marie

A. Abbot; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. TYDINGS:

8. 2222, A bill to authorize the allowance of
leave credit to officers of the Army, Navy,
Alr Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and the
Reserve components thereof, who were de-
niled such credit as the result of certain
changes in their status between September 8,
1938, and August 9, 1846; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. CAPEHART:

5.2223. A bill to authorize a change In
date of rank on the active list of Com-
mander Irving J. SBuperfine, United States
Navy; to the Committee on Armed Bervices.

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

S.2224, A bill for the relief of Andre Ana-

stassotos; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. LODGE:

S.2225. A bill to authorize the issuance of
a speclal series of stamps in honor of the
Marquis De Lafayette; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvll Service.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

B. 2226, A bill relating to the compensation
of certain employees of the Panama Canal;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. CAPEHART:

B. J.Res. 115. Joint resolution requesting
the President to declare November 10, 1949,
a day for the observance of the creation of the
United States Marine Corps; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

SUPPLEMENTARY AGREEMENT OF MEM-
BERS OF UNITED NATIONS TO AID
SIGNATORIES IN CASE OF ATTACK

Mr. THOMAS of Utah (for himself and
Mr. Doucras) submitted the following
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 52),
which was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

1. Whereas the United States by repeated
declarations and actions has clearly com-
mitted itself to the principle that the peace
of the world can only be preserved by the
use of pooled forces to resist and to deter
aggression; and

2, Whereas in furtherance of this prineci-
ple the United States has cooperated whole-
heartedly in the formulation and activities
of the United Nations, in the Pact of Rio de
Janeiro which was deslgned to protect the
American Hemisphere from attack and is
now negotiating the North Atlantic Security
Pact which is similarly designed to protect
from assault States bordering and adjacent
to the Atlantic; and

3. Whereas all the members of the United
Nations are bound to refrain in their inter-
natlonal relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or po-
litical independence of any state, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the purposes
of the United Nations, and to give the
United Nations every assistance in any action
it takes in accordance with the present char-
ter to carry out its purposes; and

4. Whereas one p of the United Na-
tions is to maintain international peace and
security and to that end to take effective
collective measures for the prevention and



9084

removal of threats to the peace, and for the
suppression of acts of aggression or other
breaches of the peace; and

5, Whereas the charter permits member
states to supplement the provisions of the
charter by regional or general arrangements
for collective self-defense, and such an &r-
rangement can give the General Assembly
powers normally exercised by the Security
Council; and

6. Whereas the General Assembly of the
United Nations is capable of meeting on short
notice and acting promptly and justly to
determine the fact of aggression when the
Security Council is prevented from taking
actlon against aggression because of the
voting procedures requiring unanimity of
the principal powers to authorize military
action; and

7. Whereas the Senate Resolution 239 of
June 11, 1948, in addition to favoring the
association of the United States with re-
glonal arrangements in accordance with the
purposes and principles of the Charter, urged
the United States to make clear its deter-
mination to exercise its right of collective
self-defense under article 51 should any at-
tack occur affecting its national security; to
contribute to the progressive development of
regional and other collective arrangements;
to make maximum efforts to obtain agree-
ments to provide the United Nations with
armed forces as provided by the Charter; and
to reaffirm the policy of the United States
to achieve international peace and security
through the United Nations; and

8. Whereas the national security of the
United States may be affected by attacks in
areas other than the Atlantic Area: There-
fore be it

9. Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring) :

10. (1) That the Congress reafirm Its
faith in the United Nations as the corner-
stone of the international policy of the
United States and as an institution which
can progressively be made more adequate to
assure the security of its members.

11. (i) That to this end the Congress
pledges its support to a supplementary agree-
ment under Article 51 of the Charter open
to all members of the United Natlons, by
which the signatories agree, if the Security
Council is prevented from fulfilling its du-
ties, to come to the aid of the victim of
attack if requested to do so by a two-thirds
vote of the General Assembly, including three
of the permanent members of the Security
Council;

12, (iif) That such an agreement should
specify the forces that each signatory agrees
to maintain, under the spirit of paragraphs
1 and 2 of Article 43, for immedlate use of
the United Nations

(a) upon call of the Security Council, or

(b) upon call of the General Assembly by
a two-thirds vote, including at least three
of the permanent members of the Security
Council, and

13. (iv) That such an agreement should
specify that if a matter pertaining to a
threat to or breach of the peace, or act of
aggression, is on the agenda of the Security
Council, and the Security Council is pre-
vented from fulfilling its duties, the signa-
tories who are members of the Security Coun-
cil will take such steps as may be required
to remove it from the agenda of the Security
Council; and

14, (v) That such an agreement should
come into force when ratified by a majority
of the United Nations including three of the
permanent members of the Security Council.

15. Such an agreement shall not in any
way impair the inherent right of the parties
to engage In self-defense under Article 51
of the United Nations Charter, individually
or through other collective arrangements
consistent with their obligations under the
United Nations Charter, or the North Atlan-
tlc Becurity Pact, or the Pact of Rio de
Janeiro,
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OBJECTIVE IN IMFLEMENTATION OF
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

Mr. SPAREMAN (for himself, Mr.
ATKEN, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr, CamN, M,
FLANDERS, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. HiLL,
Mr. HoEy, Mr. JounsoN of Colorado, Mr.
MunpT, and Mr. STENNIS), submitted the
following resolution (8. Res. 133), which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

Whereas the necessity for firm, prompt,
and united defense by nations of the North
Atlantic area justifies the purposes of the
North Atlantic Treaty, now before the Sen-
ate; and

Whereas the effectiveness of the North At-
lantic Treaty will depend largely on the
manner and methods used to implement it;
and

Whereas the best hope for world peace lies
in the capacity of the United Nations to ful-
fill its primary responsibility for the main-
tenance of international peace and security,
and a declared purpose of the North Atlantic
Treaty is to strengthen the United Nations:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That the President be advised of
the sense of the Senate that a fundamental
objective in the implementation of the North
Atlantic Treaty, upon its ratification, should
be to seek without delay the revision of the
United Nations Charter so that:

A. The paralyzing veto-right in defined
matters of aggression shall he removed;

B. The rising threat of the atomic catas-
trophe be averted and the backbreaking load
of the armament race be lifted; and

C. An effective but tyranny-proof inter-
national police force be established under a
workable Security Council and World Court.
In the event that a permanent member
vetoes these revisions of the UN Charter un-
der its articles 108 or 109, then, under its
article 51, the Atlantic Pact should be sup-
plemented by a world pact for the establish-
ment, within the United Nations, of a larger
organization for mutual defense, dedicated
to the foregoing objectives and open to all
nations; to the end that a united world front
of all cooperating nations, in possession of
overwhelming atomic and military power,
and based on the prineciple of enforceable
law against aggression or armament for ag-
gression, shall avert, by firm action now, the
third world war later; be it further

Resolved, That among the immediate ob-
jectives in the implementation of the North
Atlantic Treaty should be:

I. The establishment, In cooperation with
other member states, of an emergency de-
fense force, to be called the Atlantic Inter-
national Contingent, to operate in defense
agalnst armed attack as auxiliary to the na-
tional armed forces of participating member
states.

The international contingent—a balanced
land, sea, and air force—shkould be recruited

from volunteers who are citizens of smaller -

sovereign states only, 1. e, states not pos-
sessing their own large milifary establish-
ments. It should be a highly trained, well-
pald professional force, owing its allegiance
to the Atlantic Council. It should be sta-
tioned in western Germany or, upon mutual
agreement, in special bases provided by the
smaller member states. Its use and opera-
tions should not limit the constitutional
safeguards or processes of member states nor
commit them to the use of their national
armed forces.

A specified part of the moneys, goods, and
lend-lease armament when appropriated by
the United States Government in accordance
with article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty
shall be expended to help equip and main-
tain the international contingent.

II. The organization and command of the
Atlantic international contingent should be
vested in the special defense committee pro-
vided in article 9 of the North Atlantic
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Treaty. The defense committee should con-
sist of seven delegates, as follows:

British Commonwealth:
United Kingdom
Canada

Latin Europeans
France.
p {7 A ST SR e e

Other smaller member states (selected to

represent them collectively) .- ----

The defense committee should act upon an
affirmative vote of 6 out of 7T members. The
details of representation and voting pro-
cedure on the defense committee may be ar-
ranged differently, provided the paralysis
arising from a requirement of unanimous
consent of all member states is avolded.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 3121 OF INTER-
NAL REVENUE CODE—AMENDMENTS

Mr. McCARRAN submitted three
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 3905) to amend
section 3121 of the Internal Revenue
Code, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance and ordered to be
printed.

NOTICES OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE
RULE—AMENDMENTS

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in
accordance with rule XL, of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for
the purpose of proposing to the bill
(H. R. 4177) making appropriations for
the Executive Office and sundry inde-
pendent executive bureaus, boards, com-
missions, corporations, agencies, and
offices, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1950, and for other purposes, the
following amendment, namely: On page
10, line 5, strike out the period and insert
a colon and the following:

Provided further, That no part of this ap-
propriation or contract authorization shall
be used—

(A) to start any new construction project
for which an estimate was not included in
the budget for the current fiscal year;

(B) to start any new construction project
the currently estimated cost of which exceeds
the estimated cost included therefor in such
budget; or

(C) to continue any community facility
construction project whenever the currently
estimated cost thereof exceeds the estimated
cost included therefor in such budget;

unless the Director of the Bureau of the
Budget specifically approves the start of such
construction project or its continuation and
a detailed explanation thereof is submitted
forthwith by the Director to the Appropria-
tions Committees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives; the limitations
contained in this proviso shall not apply to
any construction project the total estimated
cost of which does not exceed $5600,000; and,
as used herein, the term “construction proj-
ect” includes the purchase, alteration, or im-
provement of buildings, and the term
“budget” includes the detalled justification
supporting the budget estimates: Provided
jurther, That whenever the current esti.
mate to complete any construction project
(except community facilities) exceeds by 15
percent the estimated cost included there-
for in such budget or the estimated cost of
& construction project covered by clause (A)
of the foregoing proviso which has been ap-
proved by the Director, the Commission
shall forthwith submit a detailed explana-
tion thereof to the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget and the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and of the House
of Representatives.

b [0 ] | =]
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. In accordance
with rule XL, of the Standing Rules of
the Senate, I hereby give notice in writ-
ing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R.
4177) making appropriations for the Exe-
cutive Office and sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page 52, line 23, after
the word “That” insert the following:

No part of this eontract authority shall be
used to start any new ship construction
for which an estimate was not included in
the budget for the current fiscal year, or to
start any new ship construction the currently
estimated cost of which exceeds by 10 per-
cent the estimated cost included therefor in
such budget, unless the Director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget specifically approves the
start of such ship construction and the Di-
rector shall submit forthwith a detalled ex-
planation thereof to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and of the House
of Reprezentatives; and, as used herein, the
term “budget” includes the detalled justifi-
cation supporting the budget estimates:
Frovided jfurther, That.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In accordance
. with rule XL, of the Standing Rules of
the Senate, I hereby give notice in writ-
ing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R.
4177) making appropriations for the Exe-
cutive Office and sundry independent
executiv2 bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, and offices for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 63, after line 23, insert
a new paragraph as follows:

Sec. 102. (a) No part of any appropriation
contained in this title for the Atomic Energy
Commission shall be used to confer a fellow-
ship on any person who advocates or who is
a member of an organization or party that ad-
vocates the overthrow of the Government of
the United States by force or violence or with
respect to whom the Attorney General finds,
upon investigation and report by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation on the character,
assoclations, and loyalty of whom, that rea-
sonable grounds exist for belief that such per-
son is disloyal to the Government of the
United States: Provided, That any person
who advocates or who is a8 member of an or-
ganization or party that advocates the over-
throw of the Government of the United
States by force or violence and accepts em-
ployment the salary, wages, stipend, or ex-
penses for which are paid from any appro-
priation contained in this title shall be
guilty of a felony and, upon conviction, shall
be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned
for not more than 1 year, or both: Pro-
vided further, That the above penal clause
ghall be in addition to, and not in substitu-
tion for, any other provisions of existing law.

Mr. O'MAHONEY also submitted three
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to House bill (H. R. 4177) making
appropriations for the Executive Office
and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, corporations,
agencies, and offices, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur-
poses, which were ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

(For text of amendments referred to,
see the foregoing notices.)
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ECONCMIC EXPANSION—RADIO EROAD-
CAST BY SENATORS MURRAY, SPARK-
MAN, AND HUMPHREY
[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REcorp the steno-
graphic transcript of a radio broadcast par-
ticipated in by himself, Senator SPAREMAN,
and Senator HUMPHREY on July 8, 1949, on
the subject of economic expansion, which
appears in the Appendix.]

EDITORIAL COMMENT ON LABOR RELA-
TIONS BILL PASSED BY THE SENATE
[Mr. HOEY asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the REcosD two editorials re-

garding national labor relations, one entitled

“What Must Come First,” from the Greens-

boro (N. C.) Daily News; the second entitled

“Be Specific, Please,” from the Christian Sci-

ence Monitor, which appear in the Ap-

pendix.]

BRITISH-ARGENTINE TRADE AGREE-
MENT—EDITORIAL FROM INDIANAPOLIS
TIMES
[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp an editorial

entitled “What Kind of Suckers Do They

Think We Are?" published in the Indian-

apolis Times of June 23, 1949, which appears

in the Appendix.]

LET THERE BE LIGHT—ADDRESS BY RON
SNYDER

|Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Record an address
entitled “Let There Be Light,” which won
for Ron Snyder, of La Porte, Ind., the 1949
Indiana American Legion and State Bar As-
sociation oratorical contest, which appears
in the Appendix.]

VISIBLE AND INVISIBLE TAXES—ARTICLE
BY EARL RICHERT

[Mr. FERGUSON asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the RECORD an article en-
titled “You Pay Out in Taxes More Than
You Think,"” written by Earl Richert, Scripps-
Howard staff writer, which appears in the
Appendix.)

BUDGETING FOR GOOD HEALTH—EDI-
TORIAL FROM THE WORTHINGTON
(MINN.) GLOBE
[Mr. THYE asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the RECORD an editorial en-

titled “Budgeting for Good Health,” pub-
lished in the Worthington (Minn.) Globe of

June 28, 1949, which appears in the Appen-

dix.]

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON NATURALIZA-
TION OF IMMIGRANTS

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I de-
sire to announce that public hearings on
H. R. 199, to provide the privilege of
becoming a naturalized citizen of the
United States to all immigrants having
a legal right to permanent residence and
to make immigration quotas available to
Asian and Pacific peoples, will be held
beginning at 10 a. m. on Tuesday, July
19, 1949, and continuing through
Wednesday, July 20, 1949, in room 424,
Senate Office Building. The subcom-
mittee which will be conducting the
hearings is composed of the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. EastrLanp], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr, DoNNELL], and my-
self, as chairman,

LEAVES OF ABSENCE
Mr. McGRATH asked and obtained

leave to be absent from the session of
the Senate on Monday next.
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Mr. BALDWIN asked and obtained
consent to be absent from the session of
the Senate on Monday next so as to
attend to some official business in Con-
necticut.

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORA-
TION—HOOVER COMMISSION RECOM-
MENDATIONS

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp at this point
as a part of my remarks a letter from
the Chairman of the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation making comments
upon the Hoover Commission reports and
recommendations as they affect that
agency, together with a statement which
I have prepared on the subject.

There being no objection, the letter
and statement were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN L. M’CLELLAN,
CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDI-
TURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS
WASHINGTON, D. C., July 7, 1949.—Senator

JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, chairman of the Senate

Committee on Expenditures in the Executive

Departments, released today a letter from the

chairman of the Federal Deposit Insurance

Corporation which protests strongly against

Hoover Commission recommendations that

supervision of the Federal Deposit Insurance

Corporation be vested in the Secretary of the

Treasury. These recommendations arise

from a major Hoover Commissicn report on

the Treasury Department, Task Force Ap-
pendix N on Regulatory Commissions, and

Task Force Appendix R on Lending Agencies.
In response to a request by the Senate

Committee for comments on the various

Commission recommendations which relate

to Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation

activities, the chairman states:

“Without intending any criticism what-
soever of the work of the Commission or the
Task Forces, it is submitted that the recom-
mendations pertaining to this Corporation
suggest lagk of understanding of the basle
reasons for creation of the Corporation as
an independent agency and its relationship
to the Federal Reserve system, the Comp-
troller of the Currency, and the 48 State
bank supervisors. This is due in part, we
believe, to the piecemeal method by which
the task forces studied the functions of the
Corporation.”

After pointing out that studies of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation were not
conducted by the Commission task forces on
the same basis as the nine agencies Included
in the task-force report on regulatory com-
mlissions, the chairman continued:

“In formulating the recommendations
concerning this Corporation, apparently
neither the Commission nor the task forces
gave consideration to the fundamental prin-
ciples upon which Federal deposit insurance
is founded. What has been emphasized
throughout these reports is the somewhat
shopworn question of whether there is du-
plication or overlapping of functions among
the three Federal banking agencies. Since
the creation of this Corporation in 1933 this
charge of duplication has been made repeat-
edly—has, with the same repetition, been
investigated and determined to be without
basis, The charge has refused to stay downed,
however, and Is continually being disinterred,
dusted off, and presented as a brand new
startling discovery. This charge of dupli-
cation or overlapping has been repeated so
many times that many have begun to accept
it as true. * * * Each of the three Fed-
eral banking agencies has its own field of
operations and its own [unctions and each
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has been granted authority which the Con-

deemed necessary for the proper per-
formance of its duties.”

After outlining the issues raised in Con-
gress when the Corporation was created, the
Chairman discusses adversely the Commis-
sion’s proposals that the Corporation either
be placed under the supervision of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury or combined with the
Federal Reserve System, and then sums up
his arguments as follows:

“To the extent that the independence of
the Corporation is impaired, the dual bank-
ing system is endangered. The independ-
ence of the Corporation is fundamental to
the continuance of Federal deposit insurance
as now constituted. Its independence can-
not be destroyed or whittled away without
changing the basic character of the Federal
deposit insurance system and impairing the
dual banking system. Federal deposit insur-
ance cannot function successfully as a mu-
tual insurance fund while subjected and
subordinated to the vagaries of the mone-
tary or fiscal policies of the Federal Reserve
Board or the Treasury Department. * * *
If consideration is given to these fundamen-
tal truths and concepts, the recommenda-
tions of the Commission or the task forces
cannot be adopted.”

As a possible alternative to the Commis-
sion’s specific recommendations, it was sug-
gested that “If redistribution of the Federal
banking functions is considered desirable by
the Congress, it could be achieved by trans-
ferring the bank-examination authority and
the related supervisory powers of the Federal
Reserve System to this Corporation. The
task force report on regulatory commissions
suggests this as a possibility or as an alter-
native to the transfer of control of the Cor-
poration to the Federal Reserve Board.”

In concluding, the Chairman warned that
“Changes In the present Federal bank-super-
visory system or in the independence of the
Corporation should be approached with the
utmost caution and only after a most care-
ful study of the necessity for such changes
and the consequences which can flow there-
from.”

Comments from other departments or
establishments affected by these Hoover
Commission recommendations will be cov=
ered in subsequent committee releases.

The letter from the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation follows:

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION,
y Washington, D. C.
Hon. JoN L, McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Ezpenditures
in the Ezecutive Departments,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

My Dear SewnaToR: This Is In response to
your request of recent date, in which you ask
that this Corporation furnish your commit-
tee with a report relative to the various rec-
ommendations and textual discussions in the
reports of the Commission on Organization
of the Executive Branch of the Government
which affect this Corporation.

On behalf of our Board of Directors I wish
to thank you for affording us the opportu-
nity of expressing our views on this most
important subject.

The major recommendations concerning
this Corporation are contained in the Com-
mission’s report on the Treasury Depart-
ment, the task force report on lending
agencies, and in the portion of the task
force report on regulatory commissions deal-
ing with the Federal Reserve Board.

The report of the Commission on the
Treasury Department recommends that the
Corporation be placed under the supervision
of the Secretary of the Treasury. The ra-
tionale for this recommendation apparently
is that it would insure the continuation of
the cooperative arrangements now existing
among the three Federal banking agencies,
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viz: the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion, the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, and the Comptroller of the
Currency.

From this recommendation Commissioners
Brown and Forrestal dissented, contending
that the Corporation should be left in its
independent status unless Congress deter-
mines to transfer to the Treasury all Federal
banking agencies, Including the Federal Re-
serve System. Commissioners Aiken, Pol-
lock, and Rowe, also dissented and concluded
that if this Corporation were put into the
Treasury one of the main reasons is because
its bank-examining functions should be more
closely integrated with those of the Comp-
troller of the Currency. These Commis-
sioners point out that the same reason ls
equally valid as to the bank-examining func-
tions of the Federal Reserve System which
require integration just as much and just as
little as those of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation.

The task force report on lending agen-
cles (appendix R) recommends that this
corporation be placed under the supervision
of the Federal Reserve Board as a mutual
insurance trust. The report attempts to
justify this recommendation as follows:
“The Corporation's principal function is one
of bank supervision and regulation. It
makes bank examinations and it issues regu-
lations to govern the activities of insured
institutions. This function is so similar to
one of the present prineipal functions of
the Federal Reserve Board that we find no
compelling reason for the continued exist-
ence of the Corporation as an agency separate
from and Iindependent of the Federal Reserve
Board."” This report then proceeds to point
out several so-called undesirable aspects of
the division of responsibility for bank ex-
aminations among the Federal Reserve
Board and this Corporation, and concludes
that the deposit insurance function should
be subordinated to the general functions now
vested in the Board of Govermors of the
Federal Reserve System.

An alternative recommendation is made
i1 the report regarding the Corporation, if
it is to continue as an independent agency.
In this event the task force recommends
that the Corporation be given unrestricted
authority to make examinations of the
assessment base in the case of banks ex-
amined by other agencies where the scope
of the examinations made has not included
a sufficient review to assure that assessments
have been paid as required.

That portion of the task force report on
the regulatory commissions (appendix N)
which deals with the Federal Reserve Board
contains the recommendation that con=-
sideration be given to the possibility of
combining all Federal bank supervisory
activities In one agency. This report claims
that the adoption of this recommendation
would “eliminate Interagency frictlon and
permit some saving through consolidated
operations both in Washington and the field.
It would even the application of supervisory
standards. And most important, it would
provide a unified supervisory policy in the
event of another banking crisis.”

The report goes on to state that “while a
reasonable case can be made for any one
of the present three agencies as the center
of such consolidation, we suggest the Federal
Reserve as the most promising.” The basls
for this conclusion is stated as being the
necessity of talloring bank examinations to
fit credit policies, and the present regional
set-up of the 12 Federal Reserve banks.

Without intending any criticism what-
soever of the work of the Commission or
the task force, it is submitted that the rec-
ommendations pertaining to this Corporation
suggest lack of understanding of the baslc
reasons for creation of the Corporation as
an independent agency and its relationship
to the Federal Reserve Bystem, the Comp-
troller of the Currency, and the 48 State-bank
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supervisors. This is due in part, we believe
to the piecemeal method by which the task
forces studied the functions of the Corpora-
tion.

For instance the Corporation was studied
as a lending agency although it was granted
lending authority solely as one of several
methods of protecting depositors and the
Corporation, therefore, has nothing in com-
mon with the conventional lending agencies
of the Government.

In the task force report on regulatory
commissions, the Corporation was consid-
ered in connection with one phase of the
functions of the Federal Reserve Board. In
our opinion this was an entirely inadequate
method of examining the Corporation’s
functions and duties. There is no sound
reason why the Corporation should not have
been studied separately on the same basis
as the nine agencies included in the task
force report on regulatory commissions,
Had the Corporation been studied in that
manner we are convinced there would have
been a more satisfactory understanding of
the functions and duties of the Corporation
and the basic principles of Federal Deposit
Insurance as it is now constituted. We be-
lieve also that a study of that type would
have resulted in completely different recom-
mendations.

In formulating the recommendations con-
cerning this Corporation, apparently neither
the Commission nor the task forces gave con-
sideration to the fundamental principles
upon which Federal deposit insurance is
founded. What has been emphasized
throughout these reports is the somewhat
shopworn question of whether there is du-
plication or overlapping of functions among
the three Federal banking agencies. Since
the creation of this Corporation in 1933, this
charge of duplication has been made repeat-
edly—has, with the same repetition, been in-
vestigated and determined to be without
basis. The charge has refused to stay downed,
however, and is continually being disinterred,
dusted off, and presented as a brand new
startling discovery. This charge of duplica-
tlon or overlapping has been repeated g0
many times that many have to accept
it as true. That it is not true was just re-
cently established before your committee in
the hearings on 8. 526, the pending reorgan=
ization bill. I respectfully call your attention
to my testimony in those hearings on Febru-
ary 15, 1949, and to the testimony of Mr. F.
Raymond Peterson, vice president, American
Bankers Association, and chairman of the
Board of the First National Bank & Trust
Co., Paterson, N. J.,, all of which is set
forth in the transcript of the hearings at
pages 185 to 198. I also invite the attention
of your committee to the letter dated Febru-
ary 15, 1949, of D. Emmert Brumbaugh, Sec-
retary of Banking, Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, and chairman, legislative commit-
tee, National Assoclation of Su s of
State Banks, the letter of February 16, 1949, of
Mr. Fred J. Ollver, general counsel, National
Association of Mutual Savings Banks, both of
which letters concern this guestion and are
get forth on pages 218-219 and 220-221 re-
spectively of the transcript. In the same
hearings (pages 227-230) are set forth a letter
dated February 24, 1949, from Honorable
BURNET R. MAYBANK, chairman of the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee of the Senate
addressed to you as Chalrman of the Senate
Expenditures Committee and a statement of
Benator MaYBANK which refutes clearly and
completely the charges of duplication among
the three Federal banking agencies.

The banking system of this country is a
dual system, that is, a system in which
both the States and the Federal Government
issue bank charters and supervise banks.
The Comptroller of the Currency charters
and regulates national banks. The Federal
Reserve System, through the twelve Federal
Reserve banks, examines State banks which
are members of the Federal Reserve System.
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State banks which are members of the Fed-
eral Reserve System are known as BState
member banks. State banks which are not
members of the Federal Reserve System are
known as nonmember banks. All national
banks in the continental United States are
required by law to be members of the Federal
Reserve System. However, membership in
the Federal Reserve System for State banks
is voluntary. Of the 9,762 State banks in the
country at the end of 1948, 1,924 or approx-
imately 19 percent were members of the Fed-
eral Reserve System.

The Corporation insures three classes of
banks—National banks, State banks which
are members of the Federal Reserve System,
and SBtate banks which are not members of
the Federal Reserve System but which
have elected to apply for deposit insurance.
All National and State banks which are
members of the Federal Reserve System
are required to be insured, Deposit in-

surance is voluntary for State banks which.

are not members of the Federal Re-
serve System. Of the 9,762 State banks, 8,-
621 or approximately 88 percent are insured.
Of the three Federal banking agencies, this
Corporation examines the largest number of
banks—some 6,694 State nonmember in-
sured banks. The Comptroller of the Cur-
rency examines 4,991 National banks.. The
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, through the 12 Federal Reserve

banks, examines 1927 State member banks.

The total of all operating banks in the United
States is 14,753, Of these there are 1,141
noninsured nonmember State banks, that is,
State banks which are not members of the
Federal Reserve System and not insured by
this Corporation.

Each of the three Federal banking agen-
cies has its own field of operations and its
own functions and each has been granted
authority which the Congress deemed nec-
essary for the proper performance of its du-
ties. I repeat what I sald when I appeared
before your committee on February 15, of
this year—There is no duplication or over-
lapping among the functions of the three
Federal banking agencies. A reference to
the status granting authority to the three
Federal banking agencies for the examina-
tion and regulation of banks and to those
portions of the hearings on 8. 526 men-
tioned above will, we are sure, furnish satis-
factory assurance to your committee that
the allegations of duplication and overlap-
ping among the functions of the three Fed-
eral banking agencies are entirely un-
founded.

Although many Members of the present
Congress were also members of the Con-
gresses Which created this Corporation, first
as a temporary agency in 1933, and later as
a permanent agency in 1935, a review of
the needs giving rise to Federal deposit in-
surance, we belleve, will be helpful in ap-
praising the reorganization proposals of the
Commission.

You will no doubt recall that this Cor-
poration was established to meet conditions
too overpowering to be remedied by the then
existing bank supervisory agencies. The
chief function of the Corporation is to main-
tain depositors’ confidence in the banking
system through insurance of the deposi-
tors’ accounts. As a corollary to this primary
function the Corporation is necessarily con-
cerned with the maintenance of a sound
banking system. At the time of creation of
the Corporation the banking system was
prostrate, confidence of depositors had van-
ished and the effectiveness of efforts of super-
visory authorities to remedy the situation
was at an all time low,

The condition of the banking system at
that time and the part played by the Corpo-
ratlon in restoring soundness and confi-
dence was most eloquently stated by the
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Honorable ARTHUR H. VANDENBERG, on the
floor of the Senate on July 25, 1947:

“I ask Senators to remember back 15 years
to the days of the bank holidays. I ask them
to remember the utter paralysis in America
as the result of the bank holidays. I ask
them to remember that those bank holidays
did not flow so much from insclvent banks
as from the general lack of confidence in
American banks, The banks themselves,
when they finally went through the wringer,
in 9 cases out of 10 proved that they had
been solvent. It was not their lack of sol-
vency which ruined the country for a decade;
it was the lack of public confidence in them,
regardless of the nature and character of
their assets,

“It was under those circumstances that
Congress created the Federal Deposlt Insur-
ance Corporation, and from the moment it

was created and from the moment it opened.

its doors there has never been a succeeding
moment in the life of the Nation when there
has been the slightest lack of public confi-
dence in our ban'ing system. As a result
we went all through those perilous holidays
when everything else was collapsing on all
sides, We went all through them without
a single bank failure in the land. If it had
not been for the contribution which the
Federal Deposit Insurance made to the life
of the Nation at that time, I dread to think
what the outcome might have been.”

The law creating the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation was not hastily consid-
ered and passed by the Congress under stress
of the emergency existing in 1933. Numerous
proposals for Federal deposit insurance had
been carefully studied by the Banking and
Currency Committees of both the Senate and
House for more than a year before adoption
of the first deposit insurance law. During
this period and in the time between the
date of enactment of the first law and the
date of enactment of the permanent law in
1935 much debate took place on some of
the very same proposals that are now before
your committee in the Commission and
task force reports.

Serious consideration was devoted to the
question of whether Federal deposit insur-
ance was to be a Government guaranty of
deposits or a mutual trust established and
sponsored by the Government and main-
tained by the banks. The present system, a
mutual frust arrangement, was adopted in
preference to a direct governmental guar-
anty. Thus, control of the Corporation by
any of the executive departments, includ-
ing the Treasury, was automatically excluded
as being inconsistent with the mutual char-
acter of the Federal deposit insurance system
and a bipartisan board of directors was given
authority for the management of the Corpo-
ration as a means of assuring independent
and impartial administration.

Extended argument was had on the gues-
tion whether the Federal Reserve Board
should have any direct or indirect control
over the Corporation. Fear was freely ex-
pressed, especially by the small banks, that
if the Federal Reserve System should con-
trol the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora=-
tion, deposit insurance would be used as a
means of forcing State banks into the Fed-
eral Reserve System, which during its 20
years of existence prior to that time had
been notably unsuccessful in inducing State
banks to become members. To allay these
fears the Corporation was established as an
independent agency, thus assuring national
banks, State member and State nonmember
banks of nondiscriminatory treatment, and a
proposal for Federal Reserve representation
on the board of directors of the Corporation
was rejected.

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion thus was intended as and became the
unifying link between the State banking and
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national banking systems. Consistent with
this concept of Federal deposit insurance as
conceived by the Congress, the Corporation's
policy has always been one of strong advo-
cacy and support of the dual system.

There are, therefore, fundamental reasons
why the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo-
ration should remain an independent agency,
free from the control or interference of any
other agency or department. Its independ-
ence and the dual banking system are inter-
dependent and are inextricably bound to-
gether. To the extent that the independ-
ence of the Corporation is impaired the dual
banking system s endangered. The inde-
pendence of the Corporation is fundamental
to the continuance of Federal deposit insur-
ance as now constituted. Its independence
cannot be destroyed or whittled away with-
out changing the basic character of the Fed-
eral deposit insurance system and impairing
the dual banking system. Federal deposit
insurance cannot function successfully as a
mutual insurance fund while subjected and
subordinated to the vagaries of the monetary
or fiscal policies of the Federal Reserve Board
or the Treasury Department.

The keystone of deposit insurance is the
power of the Corporation to examine insured
banks, for it is only through this means that
it can maintain the soundness of the bank-
ing system and nurture the confidence of
depositors. The power to examine its risk
is as vital to deposit Insurance as it is to any
other type of insurance undertaking, and
the Congress so considered it when the per-
manent deposit insurance law was enacted.
This is made abundantly clear in the debates
on the Banking Act of 1935. In his testi-
mony before the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee on the Banking Act of
1935, the then Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board, the Honorable Marriner S.
Eccles, stated that it was essential that the
Corporation have the power to examine
banks., This is obvious and axiomatic, un-
less deposit insurance is to become merely a
Government hand-out with no questions
asked. No mutual deposit insurance fund
can exist without authority in the managers
of the fund to determine the conditions of
banks, to correct abuses, and to prevent
losses as well as pay them.

If consideration is given to these funda-
mental truths and concepts, the recom-
mendations of the Commission or the task
forces cannot be adopted.

To our knowledge there has been no con-
tention made that the presént system is
inefficient or unworkable. As a matter of
fact, the task-force report on regulatory
commissions states that ““the present super-
visory system works tolerably well.” The
Comptroller General of the United States
and your committee have praised the able
management of the Corporation. None of
the three Federal banking agencles uses
Government funds, All three are supported
by the banks and the banks do not want any
change in the supervisory arrangement and
have made their views known to your com-
mittee.

What, then, is the basis for recommending
that the Treasury or Federal Reserve Board
take over control of this Corporation? It
is submitted that there are no sound reasons
for either of such proposals. On the con-
trary, the adoption of either proposal would
be the beginning of the end of Federal de-
posit Insurance as it is now constituted, for
as we have pointed out above, control by
either Treasury Department or the Federal
Reserve Board would be inimical to the
fundamental principles of deposit insurance.
The ultimate result of such control might be
the substitution of a direct governmental
guaranteas of deposits maintained largely
at the expense of taxpayers. =

However, this does not rule out entirely
the possibility of simplifying Federal bank
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supervisory functions. If redistribution of
the Federal banking functions is considered
desirable by the Congress, it could be
achieved by transferring the bank examina-
tion autheority and the related supervisory
powers of the Federal Reserve System to this
Corporation. The task force report on reg-

commissions suggests this as a pos-
sibility or as an alternative to the transfer
of control of the Corporation to the Federal
Reserve Board.

The vesting of the Federal Reserve Board's
examining powers in this Corporation would
not adversely affect the functioning of the
Federal Reserve System, since during the
three decades of its existence there has been
no evidence that the Federal Reserve Board
has used bank examination to implement
monetary policies. Whether the examining
processes could be so used is extremely doubt-
ful, but if it could be made a tool of mone-
tary policy we would most strongly urge
against it. The use of the bank examination
processes to implement monetary policy—
that is, to relax requirements and scrutinize
bank assets loosely when encouragement of
bank expansion is required and to tighten re-
quirements and inspect bank assets more
stringently when discouragement of expan=-
slon is desired—would subvert the proper
function of bank examinations. Reports of
examinations made in such an attitude would
be worthless as & basis for enforcement of
banking statutes, and would also be worth-
less in appraising the risks of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation. It would be
impossible for examiners to evaluate assets
on the basis of varying standards, and an
eflort to do so would destroy the usefulness
of examiners. Neither they nor bankers
could retailn confidence in the integrity of
the judgments expressed in examination re-
ports. Uncertainty on this point has been
expressed by the author of the staff report
on the Federal Reserve Board for the Com-
mittee on Independent Regulatory Commis-
slons of the Hoover Commission, who stated:
“There is little evidence so far that bank
examination can, or should, play & major
role in implementing credit policy.”

On the other hand, it has been the view
of the Congress, concurred in by the former
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, that the power of
examination is essential to the proper func-
tioning of the Federal deposit insurance sys-
tem. Moreover, the Comptroller General of
the United Btates, an arm of the Congress,
has recommended the transfer of all examin-
ing functions to this Corporation.

For many years the Federal Reserve Board
has relied on and used reports of examina-
tions of national banks made by the Comp-
troller of the Currency in carrying out the
Board’s monetary duties. Of the total of
6918 member banks (4,991 National, 1,927
State banks), the Federal Reserve Board ex-
amines only the 1,927 State member banks.
If the examination reports of the Comptroller
of the Currency for approximately 5,000 na-
tional banks have served the Federal Reserve
Board's purposes all these many years, surely
reports of examinations made by this Cor-
poration ought to suffice as to the 1,927 State
member banks in the event the Corporation
is given authority to examine such banks,

The Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System makes its examinations of
the 1,927 State member banks through the
semiautonomous 12 Federal Reserve banks.
Accordingly to the above-quoted author of
the staff report to the Committee on Regu-
latory Commission, “the Federal Reserve
Board policy appears to be carried out some-
what less effectively into actual field exami-
nation use than are the central policies of
the other two cles.” If this statement
is correct, and we would like to emphasize
that we have no information on this subject,
the transfer of the examining powers of the
Federal Reserve System to this Corporation
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would result in a more unified supervisory
policy for State member banks now exam-
ined by the 12 Federal Reserve banks, Fur-
thermore the transfer of the examination
powers of Federal Reserve Board to the Cor-
poration would eliminate the somewhat
anomalous situation resulting from the elec-
tion of the majority of the directors of the
Federal Reserve banks by the member banks.
Through thls power of electing the majority
of the Board of Directors of the Federal Re-
serve banks the examination procedures and
policies of each of the 12 Federal Reserve
banks are susceptible of being controlled by
the banks examined.

To be considered also is the fact that the
Corporation now deals with more banks than
either of the other two Federal banking
agencies. As pointed out above, only 1,927
of the 9,762 State banks are members of the
Federal Reserve System and are examined by
the Federal Reserve banks: the Comptroller
of the Currency supervises asnd examines
4,991 national banks. In contrast, this Cor-
poration insures all of the State banks which
are members of the Federal Reserve System,
all national banks, and In addition, insures
and examines 6,694 State nonmember insured
banks.

Therefore, if simplification of the Federal
banking supervisory structure is deemed
necessary by the Congress, would it not be
logical and sound to transfer to this Cor-
poration the bank examination and related
powers of the Federal Reserve System.

In summary, I would like to reiterate that
the Corporation was established as an in-
dependent agency with a bipartisan board
because the public, through the Congress,
insisted upon the continuation of the dual
banking system. The Corporation was cre-
ated as and still is a necessary vehicle for
alding, strengthening, and sustaining the
dual banking system. The division of Fed-
eral banking functions among the three
agencies was made by the Congress for rea-
sons deeply embedded in our system of gov-
ernment. Changes in the present Federal
bank supervisory system or in the independ-
ence of the Corporation should be ap-
proached with the utmost caution and only
after a most careful study of the necessity
for such changes and the consequences
which can flow therefrom.

Appreciating at all times your interest in
this Corporation, and with kindest personal
regards, I am, believe me,

Cordlally and sincerely,
MarPLE T. HARL,

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD—RECOM-
MENDATIONS OF HOOVER COMMIS-
SION

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
body of the REcorp at this point as a part
of my remarks a statement which I have
prepared commenting upon the recom-
mendations of the Hoover Commission
with regard to the Civil Aeronauties
Board, and the response of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ETATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN L. M'CLELLAN,
CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDI~
TURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS
WasHINGTON, D, C., July 8, 1849.—The Civil

Aeronauties Board, in a sharply worded state-

ment released today by SBenator JouN L. Mc-

CLELLAN, of Arkansas, chairman of the Senate

Committee on Expenditures in the Executive

Departments, vigorously opposes major rec-

ommendations of the Hoover Commission af-

fecting its operations.
Dissenting upon three Commission reports
on Regulatory Commissions, the Department
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of Commerce, and the Post Office Department,
the Board’s report, signed by Joseph J. O'Con-
nell, Jr., Chairman, centers its opposition
upon recommendations which would separate
the so-called executive operations of the
Board from fits regulatory functions, and
transfer them to the Department of Com-
merce.

The Board focuses its attention upon rec-
ommendation No. 11 of the Commission’s
Report on Regulatory Commissions, which
would transfer the promulgation of regula-
tions relating to aircraft safety to a pro-
posed Bureau of Civil Aviation which the
Hoover Commission would establish in the
Department of Commerce, with the right of
appeal from enactment of, or refusal to en-
act, any regulation to the Civil Aeronautics
Board.

Commenting on the Hoover Commission’s
report on the Department of Commerce,
which repeats recommendation No. 11 of
the Regulatory Commission Report verbatim
in recommendation No, 5, the Civil Aero-
nautics Board states it is not aware that
any of its functions can properly be de-
scribed as nonregulatory. It declares that
in any event the promulgation of rules and
regulations Is most assuredly regulatory in
character, and criticises the Hoover Commis-
slon for lack of logic in proposing separation
of such a regulatory function while at the
same time gpecifically retaining the more
nonregulatory function of investigating air-
craft accidents in its present status with the
Board. ;

As to vesting right of appeal in CAB, the
Board comments:

“This important qualification clearly would
vest in the Board the power of veto on the
one hand, and of afirmative compulsion on
the other, since upon appeal or request for
review it could: (a) Prevent promulgation,
or (b) require promulgation of a specific
regulation. This right of appeal or review
would certainly compound such confusion
as may exist at the present time and, in the
more than offset any theoretical operating
opinion of the Board, would in itself alone,
more than offset any theoretical operating
advantage to be gained by the proposed trans-
fer of functions from the Board to the De-
partment of Commerce. Potentially, it would
involve extensive duplication of effort and
personnel since the Board, to adjudicate ap-
peals or requests for review, would require
a staff only slightly less than that presently
assigned to the function of promulgation.”

The Board eoncludes:

“It is the opinion of the Board that the
transfer of the function of promulgation of
civil air regulations cannot, by any stretch
of the imagination, be justified on the
grounds of grouping in the Department of
Commerce non-regulatory-transportation ac-
tivities, since such function is distinctly
regulatory in character; that consolidation
of the functions of promulgation and admin-
istration if effected at all, should be in the
Board rather than the Department of Conr-
merce; and that the arrangement proposed
under recommendation No. 5 would be more
cumbersome than the existing division of re-
sponsibility. Therefore, the Board does not
concur in this recommendation.”

The Civil Aeronautics Board also opposes
Hoover Commission recommendation No. 1
(Department of Commerce) that all major
nonregulatory transportation activities of the
Government should be centrally grouped
under a proposed Bureau of Civil Aviation
in the Department of Commerce. It ac-
cepts the minority dissent of Commissioner
Clarence J. Brown, of the Hoover Commis-
slon, that “in the field of transportation, the
regulatory function is predominant and the
executive, promotional, and administrative
activities relating thereto must adhere to
the broad regulatory structure.”

The Board further dissents to Recom-
mendation No. 12 of the Commerce report
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which would make the Secretary of Com-
merce responsible for over-all air, land, and
water transportation routes, stating:

“The Board belleves that over-all route
programs for air are an essentlal responsi-
bility develoving upon the Board; one that
has been fully discharged consistent with
the requireemnts of law; and one which,
neither in theory nor in practice, can be
divorced from the regulatory functions pre-
scribed under the Civil Aeronautics Act.

Recommendation No. 9 of the Hoover Post
Office Department Report which would pro-
vide that mail subsidies to common air-
craft carrlers be paid to the Post Office De~
partment by open appropriation from tax
funds, and not imposed upon the Post Office
or the mail users in a hidden manner, is also
opposed, as follows:

“Not only would such segregation be ex-
tremely difficult to achieve but it would
greatly Increase the length and complexity
of rate proceedings coming before the Board
and, if undertaken at this time, would cer-
tainly result in further undesirable delays
in handling the great volume of mail rate
work already pending before the Board.

“In the opinion of the Board, no determi-
nation on this very complex question should
be attempted until the matter can be fully
explored and the financial condition of the
industry reaches more stable proportions.
After considerable preliminary study of the
matter, the Board issued as part of its eco-
nomic program for 1949 an order instituting
an investigation of the cost, to domestic
trunk-line carriers certificated to carry mail,
of handling and transporting mail, and of
the factors which enter Into the determina-
tlon of fair compensation for carrying the
maill., The results of this investigation are
felt to be essential to intelligent considera-
tion of the economic and procedural impli-
cations of any plan to separate appropriations
for mail compensation between subsidy and
cost. Therefore, the Board does not, at least
at this time, concur in the above recom-
mendation to the extent that it might require
immediate legislation to effect the separation
of mall pay and subsidy. If, after futther
study, it should appear that such separation
is both feasible and desirable, the Board
shares the view (advanced in the task force
report on Regulatory Commissions) that the
amounts required for subsidy should be ap-
propriated to the Board rather than to the
Post Office Department.”

The Board also does not consider the rec-
ommendations which would invest all admin-
istrative authority in its Chairman to be
practical, and does not concur in the recom-
mendation which would provide that a com-
missioner, upon expiration of his term, con-
tinue to hold office until his successor has
been appointed and qualified; but favors
recommendations which would increase
galaries of commissioners, board members,
and staff assistants; authorize commissioners
to delegate routine matters to staffl members

under their supervision, and, in general, im- -,

prove disposition of business before adriin-
istrative agencies.

(NoTE.—The full text of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board statement on the Hoover Com-
mission reports is available for examination
in the office of the Senate Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Departments,
room 357, Senate Office Building.)

PRICING PRACTICES—MORATORIUM—
AMENDMENTS BY HOUSE AND STATE-
MENT BY SENATOR KEFAUVER

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the amendments adopted by
the House to Senate bill 1008, a bill to
define the application of the Federal
Trade Commission Act and the Clayton
Act to certain pricing practices, and a
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brief discussion by me of what they
mean,

There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KEFAUVER ON S. 1008—
BASING-POINT LEGISLATION

Mr. President, the House of Representatives
on yesterday passed the bill from the Senate
dealing with basing point legislation. The
bill was passed with four amendments which
are as follows:

AMENDMENTS

1. Page 2, line 15, strike out all after
“faith”, down to and including “competi-
tion)” in line 17 and insert “(except where
such absorption of freight would be such that
its effect upon competition may be that pro-
hibited by this section).”

2. Page 3, lines 8 and 10, strike out “(other
than a diserimination which will substan-
tially lessen competition)"” and insert *“(if
the discrimination is not such that its effect
upon competition may be that prohibited
by this section).”

3. Page 3, line 14, after “competitor”, insert
*, and this may include the maintenance,
above or below the price of such competitor,
of a differential in price which such seller
customarily maintains.”

4, Page 4, line 7, strike out “substantial
and probative evidence” and insert “‘reason-
able probability.”

Amendments 1, 2, and 4 are substantially
the same as amendments written into the
bill with the approval of the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHONEY],
and by unanimous vote of the Senate. The
amendments adopted in the House cover the
same subject matter and have the same effect
but are improvements in the amendments
which I presented. This is also the opinion
of the distinguished Senator of Loulsiana
[Mr. Long] who has led the fight for the
protection to small business sought by these
amendments.

I am extremely gratified with the action
taken by the House. As you know, when
this measure was debated on the floor of the
Senate, I proposed the three amendments
walch were accepted unanimously by the
Senate. These amendments were prepared
very hurrledly. Having had very grave mis-
givings about the bill as it stood at that
time, I hurriedly composed my amendments
and offered them on the floor. Between the
time S. 1008 passed the Senate and the time
it was considered on the floor of the House,
I realized that the amendments which I had
offered in the Senate needed to be made
stronger and clearer.

As you know, S. 1008 appeared on the floor
of the House minus two of the amendments
that I had offered; but, due to the able ef-
forts of Congressman CarrRoLL and other
Members of the House, yesterday, my amend-
ments, improved and strengthened, were put

back into the bill and passed by the House.

The first amendment, inserted by the
House into section 2 (B) of the bill, reads:
“Except where such absorption of freight will

.be such that its effect upon competition

may be that prohibited by this section.”

The second amendment, inserted into sec-
tion 3 of the bill, reads: “If the discrimina-
tion is not such that its effect upon competi-
tion may be that prohibited by this section.”

The Carroll amendments, I wish to empha-
size, retain the exact language now existing
in section 2 of the Clayton Act, as amended
by the Robinson-Patman Act, Such amend-
ments, therefore, cannot possibly produce any
uncertainties or confusion in the existing
law. They simply reiterate the present lan-
guage of section 2 of the Clayton Act, which
prohibits a discriminatory price where “its
effect may be substantially to lessen compe-
titlon, injure, destroy, or prevent competi-
tion, or tend to : monopoly of any line of
commerce.”
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I accept the Carroll amendments whole-
heartedly. They perfect what I attempted to
do hurriedly on the floor of the Senate.

Without the first Carroll amendment, S.
1008 will permit big business to destroy,
through the device of price discrimination
achleved through the use of freight absorp-
tion, the growth of independent industrial
enterprise which occurred during the late
war,

Without the second Carroll amendment,
powerful corporations are given the legal
right to put small retallers and distributors
out of business by the vicious practice of
price discrimination, thus wiping out the
Robinson-Patman Act. Without the Robin-
son Act, big business will have a free hand to
grow at the expense of the unfair destrue-
tion of independent merchants by the sharp-
edged tool of price discrimination.

The Carroll amendments, in my opinion,
cure 75 percent of the bill’s original destruc-
tive purposes. There still remains the issue
of whether this bill does not give a legal green
light to the price-leader type of monopoly,
and thereby drive a large hole into the exist-
ing antitrust laws. It may be too late to
ask for a 100 percent cure, but we must stand
firm on the Carroll amendments, which re-
move a considerable part of the damage.
They must constitute the irreducible mini-
mum of concession of this bill for those who
believe in the antitrust laws and fair com-
petition in business.

Inasmuch as the House amendments have
the same purpose as the S8enate amendments,
and are in better language, they should be
accepted rather than have the bill go to con-
ference.

THE UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, we are all
anxiously watching the symptoms of re-
cession in our country just as a doctor
watches the fever period of a sick patient.
As I commented on the floor of the Sen-
ate yesterday, we must think in terms of
protection of our own people in the eco-
nomie crisis in which we are increasingly
finding ourselves. Unemployment is
gradually mounting, and also we would
all like to believe some of the rosy state-
ments which have been made. Never-
theless, we do not want to take any
chances and we certainly do not want
to slip into another depression. I, for
one, feel that there is no ground for pes-
simism; neither do I feel that we should
be pollyannas or smug about the present
situation.

I send to the desk a statement which
I ask be printed on this theme at this
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

COMMENTS BY SENATOR WILEY ON UNEMPLOY-
MENT SITUATION

Mr. President, I received this morning an
important letter from the secretary-treasurer
of the Wisconsin State Industrial Union
Council, who has commented upon the un-
employment situation in Wisconsin., This
letter from Mr. John M. Sorenson reads as
follows:

“DEAR SENATOR Witey: The Wisconsin
State Industrial Union Council is very much
disturbed over the employment situation in
Wisconsin, especially in Eau Claire, Wausau,
and other smaller Wisconsin cities where
thousands are unemployed with no other
place to go for a job.

“In Milwaukee County alone over 16,000
are registered as available for employment.
Over 12,000 of these are drawing unemploy-
ment compensation. Other thousands are
working but part time. The income of the
part-time and unemployed workers is not
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sufficlent for a decent standard of living,
Their continued lack of purchasing power
is not a healthy situation for the economy
of Wisconsin and the Nation.

“We ask that the Government take what-
ever action is necessary to cope with the
growing problem of unemployment and part-
time employment.

“Some may say that the present employ-
ment situation is healthy, but you try to
tell that to a man who is trying to support
his family on the $24 weekly unemployment-
compensation benefit.

“Very truly yours,
“JoHN M. SORENSON,
“Secretary-Treasurer,”

I believe that Mr. Sorenson's communica~-
tion gives me and every other legislator food
for thought. I have been following very
closely the reports from the Wisconsin State
Employment Service as more and more symp-
toms of recession come in. The June 1948
report of the Wisconsin Labor Market states:

“The number of job seekers at WSES of-
fices increased slightly due to continuing lay-
offs at some manufacturing plants and the
entry of school youth into the labor mar-
kets * * * the downward trend of aver-
age weekly hours of work in manufacturing
continued in April and reached a postwar
low of 89.3 compared to 42.0 in October
1948, * * * The range of average weekly
hours in nine Wisconsin cities for April was
from 42.1 hours to 34.3 hours, with only two
cities above 40 hours. * * * In Racine em-
ployment resumed a downward trend as 1,000
manufacuring workers were separated from
87 firms In the past 60 days; additional lay-
offs and a continuation of the shortened
workweek * * * isexpected for the imme-
diate future. * * * In Manitowoc lay-
offs * * * pushed the number of workers
on manufacturing pay rolls down by 11 per=-
cent in the past 60 days for the most severe
drop since the end of the war.”

And so the story goes, with some bright
spots here and there, but with many dark
spots increasingly evident.

It is obvious, therefore, that the President,
his Cabinet, and the Congress must give
careful consideration to comprehensive ways
and means by which we can help meet this
problem. Obviously, more purchasing power
is needed In the hands of our people in order
to assure continuing demand for products.
If we got rid of some of the nuisance excise
taxes which discourage purchasing, we would
have made some small contribution to pro-
duction.

The whole system of taxation proves dis-
couraging to many businessmen who want
to develop new facilities, add new machin-
ery, create new jobs, but who find that their
liquid capital is limited by the tremendous
burden of Federal taxes.

One of the pleces of legislation that I feel
is necessary is extension of the readjustment
allowance benefit of the GI bill of rights,
This provision dies In exactly 17 days on
July 25, unless we renew it, as I have sug-
gested in 8. 1972, and as recommended by
America’s leading veterans' organizations.

I should like to quote from another letter
which I have received from a CIO officer in
my State, Mr. Glenn M. Clarke, secretary-
treasurer of the Milwaukee County Industrial
Union Council:

“DEAR BENATOR WILEY: We are writing you
in behalf of all veterans, regardless of wheth-
er they are members of our organization or
not.

“Federal unemployment benefits for vet-
erans will expire In July if the expiration
date for such benefits is not extended. A
large percentage of the veterans returning
from service chose not to accept the 20 a
week for 52 weeks as charity and much pre-
ferred to use it for what it was meant for—
something to fall back on in case of emer-
gency. So they proceeded to obtaln em-
ployment.,
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“Now with the unemployment situation as
it is, many veterans who took new jobs, and
who have the least seniority in plants, are
faced with expiration of their State unem-
ployment benefits, and still have no place
to work and no place to turn.

“Yours truly,
“GLENN M. CLARKE,
“Secretary-Treasurer.”

I should like to quote too from a sample
of many letters which I have received
on this readjustment-allowance provision.
This comes from a student in Milwaukee who,
like many other students, is having tough
going in finding employment. This student
writes:

*“I think that now is the time when vet-
erans really need their readjustment al-
lowances. Most of us have only used a frac-
tion of the 52 weeks allotted and now that
school is out for the summer, I find it very
difficult to obtaln part-time employment.
Your foresight in asking for an extension to
1950 is commendable.”

I am not looking for personal praise on
the matter, but what I am asking, and what
many of my fellow BSenators, American
unions, the American Legion, the VFW, and
AMVETS are asking, is extension of this GI
benefit.

We hope that through the suggestions of
the CIO, the American Federation of Labor,
the International Association of Machinists,
the Rallroad Brotherhoods, and all other seg-
ments of American labor, in cooperation with
business and agriculture and Government,
we may find sound solutions to the unem-
ployment problem before It gets any worse.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.),
signed at Washington on April 4, 1949,

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, at the
outset of my rather informal remarks to-
day I wish to join with other Senators in
expressing my appreciation for the fine
appointment made by the Governor of
New York in the selection of JouN FOSTER
Duries to be a United States Senator. I
especially appreciate that appointment
at this time, because I believe the junior
Senator from New York is one of the
greatest thinkers and experts in the par-
ticular field we are discussing. As I re-
member, the last time I saw the new
Senator from New York he was on the
witness stand, and I had asked to cross-
examine him, but he had to leave for New
York City. I did not know then that he
would be on the floor of the Senate and
that I would have an opportunity here
instead of in the committee hearings.

I also wish to express my appreciation,
as did the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
DonneLL], for the courtesies which were
extended fo us in appearing before the
Foreign Relations Committee and asking
such questions as we were permitted to
ask.
I appreciate also the very generous re-
marks of the senior Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. VanDENBERG] in referring to
my activities with respect to the problem
which is now before the Senate.

Having expressed my appreciation and
made certain acknowledgments, I should
like now to proceed with the discussion.
As I stated in the beginning, it will be in-
formal. I have not prepared a manu-
script. I shall speak as I feel, and as I
hope I may be led by the spirit of this
particular occasion and the emergency
of the hour. I believe that we face a real
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emergency, one of the greatest emer-
gencies this country has ever faced. Ibe-
lieve that the decision before us is the
most important that any Senator will be
required to make during his term in the
Senate.

Because of the importance of the prob-
lem, I have personally spent a great deal
of time on it, not because I felt that I
knew more about it than anyone else,
nor because I wanted to pose as an ex-
pert, but because my lack of knowledge
made me realize that in order to cast
an intelligent vote and make an intelli-
gent decision I would have to do a great
deal of studying. Moreover, in view of
the failure of peace offensives of the
past, I felt that we could not afford to
make a mistake again. This matter is
so important to me, and I feel that it is
of such importance to the Nation and to
all the peoples of the world, that I sim-
ply do not want to make a mistake. I
do not want a mistake to occur even in
the decision of one Senator. I cannot
afford to be mistaken. In the light of
whatever intelligence I possess and
whatever I can learn by diligent re-
search, I want to make the right deci-
sion. For that reason I have approached
this problem humbly. This is one of
the most important and difficult deci-
sions I have been called upon to make.
I have tried to examine the entire sit-
uation to see what should be done in this
particular world crisis.

(At this point Mr. WaTkins yielded to
Mr. Mayeank for the consideration of
the conference report on Senate bill 1070,
which appears elsewhere under an ap-
propriate heading.)

Mr, WATKINS. Mr. President, T am
just beginning my remarks. I was very
happy to accommodate the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. MavBaNx]l. How-
ever, when I get started in the theme
of my speech, I shall appreciate it if
Senators will withhold questions until
I am through.

Mr. President, I think we all agree
on the objectives which are sought by
the pending treaty. We all want peace.
We all want to avoid a third world war
if possible. This world is sick of war.
The youth of this land and the youth
of the world deserve a better future than
is now in prospect.

Whatever disagreement there may be
between the proponents of the treaty
and myself; it is largely one of method
rather than one of principle or of objec-
tive. I believe that it is most important
that we have this understood in the
beginning, because I realize that one who
has criticized this treaty, which seems to
be popular with the people and seems to
receive so much support in this Chamber,
is laying himself open to criticism.
Americans say, “Yes, we must have oppo-
sition; there must be a testing of the
various measures that come before the
country;” but they are not always so kind
to those who raise opposition or ask
questions.

At the very beginning I realized that
there would be criticism of any Senator
who, after the pact was' signed, would
continue to raise questions. For that
reason, I asked the President of the
United States, as courteously as I could,
and as I felt I had a right to do as a
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representative of my people, to give
to the country the text of the treaty
60 days before its signature, so that
it might be studied, considered, and
analyzed before the formalities of the
signing of the treaty here in the city
of Washington. I did so because I
felt that we should not be confronted
with a fait accompli, that the Senate
should be in a position to consider
this matter without pressure of any
kind, other than the pressure of Senators’
consciences and of the emergencies
which might develop on particular occa-
sions. However, the President in his
wisdom saw fit to deny that request.

I do not agree, as some witnesses have
expressed before the Foreign Relations
Committee, that it is a good policy to
coerce the Senate. I remember that a
former Ambassador from the United
States to Germany said, in effect, that he
thought it was a good policy. Various
persons have written editorials and arti-
cles in the press contending that now
that the treaty is signed, it would be a
catastrophe if it were not ratified. There
has been tremendous pressure on Sen-
ators who take an opposing view to cur-
tail the debate—pressure from those on
the outside, not from Members of the
Senate—so that the treaty might be ap-
proved and, as it is said, so that we might
thus further the cause of peace.

I have explained my motives in going
into this matter in the way I have. Ihad
some doubts with respect to the various
problems connected with it.

Mr. President, I have no sympathy
whatever for communism or for those
who stand for that type of government
in the world. I have been against that
form of government ever since its very
inception and since it was presented to
the world after World War I. I opposed
the recognition of Russia. I believe that
Russia was not entitled to recognition,
because her word could not be trusted.
Presidents of the United States, begin-
ning with Woodrow Wilson and includ-
ing Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover, had
likewise refused to accept Russia into the
family of nations and to accord her rec-
ognition. That was because of the con-
duct of Russia. She had refused, as I
recall, to give approval to contracts
which had been made in the name of
the Russian people by a preceding gov-
ernment. Russia had failed to give the
necessary assurances that she would not
propagandize her way of life and her
kind of government. There is something
fundamentally different between that
government and that ideology and all
it stands for and the Christian concept.
On the one hand, we have our belief in
God, that man is a child of God, that this
world and everything in it, including the
various governments of men, and all the
facilities and blessings that come to us,
are for the benefit of man, and that gov-
ernment is only an instrument in the
hands of man to help him accomplish
a better way of life,

On the other hand, we have the view
of the statist government that man is
only a pawn, that he lives for the state,
and that the state is everything.

Those two views have clashed. I have
taken my stand as a Christian against
the Russian view.

XCV—b5T3
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I do not agree with the criticisms,
which have been hurled against this
country and the other nations in the
North Atlantic Pact, that this treaty is
a war-mongering measure. I totally dis-
agree with that view. I believe that the
men who have proposed this treaty and
who are its principal proponents are
sincere; they want peace; they believe
this is the best method of achieving
peace, following the events of the past,
and in view of the present world situa-
tion. They are sincere, honest men;
and they are not attempting in any way,
sHape, or form to bring about a war in
the world for the benefit of any group.
I wish to say that plainly. I may dis-
agree with these men in their views as
to the best methods, but certainly I do
not subscribe to any criticism of them
on the theory that they are seeking to
bring about war.

However, Mr. President, in considering
a measure of this kind we must face the
facts, we must reject any idea that it is
proper for use to adopt any proposal
without checking to find out just what it
means. We cannot act intelligently un-
less we have all the facts.

That is one of the reasons why I have
asked so many questions—to bring out
the facts in connection with this entire
matter, so that we can get a fair picture
of what is proposed, how it will operate,
how it will conflict, if it will, with exist-
ing treaties, and what it will do for us in
the world. I believe the Senator from
Michigan also gave us something which
we can take as more or less of a slogan,
when he said that we must say what we
mean and mean what we say. We need,
then, a plain statement of truth—all the
truth, both pleasant and unpleasant.

What is the situation we face? How
did we get into our particular difficulties
of today? Let us face the matter
squarely.

In World War II we went through an
intense struggle. After that war ended,
the people were anxious to have their
boys returned home. That became some-
what of a political issue, as I remember,
in one of the campaigns. We ended
World War II with a hope that we were
now going to have some kind of organiza-
tion that would make it impossible for
war to occur again, We decided before
the war ended that we would set up an
organization that would accomplish this
purpose. The nations had been called
together and there had been activities
going on behind the scenes which laid
the groundwork for the organization
which was finally set up.

But the difficulty about it all was this:
We were not given the entire facts. We
were not told the entire truth about the
number of the nations that were to be
brought into the United Nations Organi-
zation. That has resulted, in my judg-
ment, in one of the greatest difficulties
connected with the whole peace prob-
lem. We were not told for instance that
one of the nations which was said to be
a peace-loving nation was actually, be-
hind the scenes, attempting to grab more
and more territory and to advance its
claims, contrary to the Atlantic Charter,
which had been adopted by these na-
tions, We were not told the truth about
Russia, and I believe that is one of the
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main reasons why we have had our diffi-
culties, because we took Russia into the
organization at San Francisco, and, after
taking her in, we found that she was not
a peace-loving nation.

Mr. President, sometime ago when this
problem was before us, I had occasion to
talk upon the Greek-Turkey loan. Some
of the problems we are now confronted
with arose at that time. I referred to
the commitments which we had made in
the Atlantic Charter and in our declara-
tion of war. Af that time I said:

Mr. President, we made commitments in
the Atlantic Charter and in our declaration
of war which, together with the repeated
blunders and errors of diplomacy and strat-
egy during the war, have placed us in a
dangerous situation, from which we dare not
retreat any further unless we are willing to
confess that we have lost the war and that
our future defense will take place entirely
from the Western Hemisphere.

Mr. President, I am voting for this bill with
the belief and the hope that this is only the
first step; that we shall now come back to
the first principles as set forth in the Atlan-
tic Charter not only in Greece and Turkey
but in China; that we will reverse the action
we took in that nation recently when we de-
cided not to take sides as between the Na-
tionalists and the Communists, but decided
to get out; that we will redeem our promise
made to the EKoreans that they shall have
their independence; that we shall refuse to
make any more agreements with Russia until
she gives some evidence that she is willing
to honor and respect the agreements she has
already made {rom the days of the Atlantic
Charter down to the present time; that as a
logical outgrowth of that stand we shall not
ratify the treaty with Italy which renders
Italy defenseless for a long time to come
against a constant threat of the Communist
Tito and his government which is a satellite
of Russla; that with respect to Germany we
make no further agreements of any kind
with Russia respecting that nation until
such time as Russia honors her past agree-
ments; that we lay all of the facts on the
table before the United Nations.

I then said:

Let us also declare it as our policy that we
expect to honor all our agreements and ex-
pect other nations to do likewise; that we
shall be glad to help Russia attain any of
her legitimate ambitions and her necessities
by peaceful means. In fact, let us declare to
her that as we are a Christian nation, we
shall be willing to abide by the doctrine of
the Christ, known as the Golden Rule.

By taking this stand, Mr. President, I
sincerely belleve we can stop the present
ideological war and prevent a shooting war
of world war III. Half-way measures, in my
opinion, will not do. We must go the full
distance. This Is a case which requires the
boldest of action. By any other methods I
believe we court disaster, and I say this not-
lv;"w'ic't'.l:nis’t.andl::lg the fact that we have the atom

mi.

The part I wish to emphasize, Mr.
President, in connection with this state-
ment is that it was made in the first
place over 2 years ago when I first came
to the Congress, and when I pointed out
that by reason of the situation we were
in, we had to take bold action, that we
should call in Russia and the other na-
tions, lay all the facts on the table, and
then find out just what could be done
with these nations to bring about an
agreement. Thus we would have to-
gether the various nations with their
claims. If Russia, for instance, had
claims she legitimately could propose
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and urge and justify, they could then be
considered. For example, it has been
said that one of the age-long needs of
Russia has been for a warm-water port.
If she required that, then she could pre-
sent her claim. How much wiser it would
Yave been to allow some of the claims
of that kind, to bring about an under-
standing among the nations. I said at
that time we must take the boldest of
action. It would have been a bold action
to have called in Russia and all the
other nations, and to have had presented
at that time, in accordance with the
Byrd resclution, the views of all these
various peoples, and, if we could not come
to a satisfactory settlement, either agree
upon the dissolution of the United Na-
tions or else get out of it ourselves to
form another group to accomplish its
original purposes. But by proceeding as
we have been, we have moved from one
crisis to another until at the present time
we are face to face with a complete
breakdown of our peace-making ma-
chinery.

Mr. President, I do not desire to spend
too much time on preliminaries, but I
should like to go over some of the treaties
and developments of the past, to see
whether from them we can get some
light that will help us in our present
situation. At the close of World War I a
League of Nations was organized. We
did not join it, it is true, but a sufficient
number of nations did join that group to
make it a formidable movement for
peace. France, Great Britain, the other
nations of Europe, all the other powers
except Germany and Russia, at the mo-
ment, and the United States, became
members of the League of Nations,
Through the League of Nations they
sought to set up a forum to adjudicate
differences to the point where the causes
of war would be removed. But they did
not keep that agreement. They ran
into difficulties almost immediately, and
they made some kind of a regional pact
within the League, the Treaty of Lo-
carno, in which Great Britain, France,
Italy, and Germany agreed upon the se-
curity of their territorial integrity, and if
the territory of any one of those nations
should be violated, the other nations
would come to its support. Germany did
violate the treaty by occupying the
Rhineland. France did not enforce it,
although she had one of the largest and
best equipped armies in the world at the
time. But, notwithstanding her over-
whelming power, France did not attempt
to stop the Germans at that point. Great
Britain, a party to the treaty, did not
come to her assistance. That is im-
portant to keep in mind.

It has been said many times that the
failure of the League of Nations was due
to the fact that the United States did
not become a party. It was not be-
cause of the lack of power, the lack of
armed force, that the League of Na-
tions failed to succeed, but in my humble
opinion, it was because it did not have
the will to succeed. Great Britain failed
to keep her agreement with France, and
France used that as an excuse for not
using what power she had to stop the
advance of Hitler into the Rhineland. It
has been said on this floor repeatedly
that if in those days, at the time Hitler
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was ready to march, there had been an
organization similar to the Atlantic Pact
he probably never would have marched;
the time to stop him was when he made
his first attempt when he was testing
them and trying them out. The League
was a powerful organization, compara-
tively speaking, which could have stopped
him, but the member nations did not
have the will. France and Great Britain,
two strong member nations, had an op-
portunity to stop Hitler before he became
strong, but they did not do it.

Then we moved on to World War II,
and the Atlantic Charter. The Atlantic
Charter was a declaration of high and
mighty principles laid down by Mr.
Churchill and Mr. Roosevelt. They were
later subscribed to by other nations
which became the United Nations, in-
cluding Russia and our other Allies in the
war. The Atlantic Charter was, in effect,
an alliance. What happened to that al-
liance? It won glorious victories on the
land, on the sea, and in the air. We
worked together, But when it came to
the political and diplomatic field, what
was happening? As the war progressed
and we reached a point where it looked as
though victory were in sight, the men
who represented the Big Three nations
were having difficulties. We found that
as victory appeared certain, disunity
among the Allied nations became evi-
dent. It has been said that our difficul-
ties grow out of the fact that Russia will
not now keep her word, that she has
failed to keep her agreements, But let
me invite attention to the fact that the
Atlantic Charter set forth the principle
that the peoples of the world, enemy and
ally alike, were to be permitted to live
under the type of government they de-
sired—governments of their own choos-
ing, and that there should no longer be
great leagues of power or spheres of in-
fluence. But behind the scenes Mr.
Roosevelt, Mr. Stalin, and Mr. Churchill
were having extreme difficulty. They
were not living up to the principles set
forth in that great document.

Mr. President, I have studied the book
written by former Secretary of State

James Francis Byrnes, “Speaking Frank-

1y" in which he gives us an illustration
of some of the things which transpired.
Just before the foreword of the book—

the pages are not numbered—there is a-

sample page of the shorthand notes
taken by Mr. Byrnes at Yalta on Febru-
ary 9, 1945, and on the next page there
is a transcription of these notes. If is
a very interesting and curious document.
It brings to light a situation which I shall
develop with respect to other agreements
which have been taking place. It may
throw some light on the undesirability of
an alliance with nations who take their
word so lightly.

I quote from this report of the con-
ference given by Mr, Byrnes:

Mr. Stettinius reads from a report:

“I have a brief statement as to Dumbarton
Oaks. ‘It is agreed that five governments
which have permanent seats on the council
should consult each other prior to the United
Nations Conference as to the establishment
of trusteeships.'”

Mr. CuurcHinrL. I absolutely disagree. I
will not have one scrap of British territory
ﬂu.ng into that area. After we have done
our best to fight in this war and have done
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no crime to anyone I will have no suggestion
that the British Empire is to be put into the
dock and examined by everybody to see
whether it is up to their standard. No one
will induce me as long as I am Prime Min-
ister to let any representative of Great Brit-
ain go to a conference where we will be placed
in the dock and asked to justify our right
to live in a world we have tried to save.

The PREsSIDENT. I want Mr. Stettinius to
finish the sentence he was reading because
it does not refer to the matter you have
been speaking about,

Mr, CHURCHILL., If we are out I have noth-
ing to say. As long as every bit of land over
which the British flag flles is to be brought
into the dock. I shall object so long as I
live.

Mr. SteTTINIUS. The only thing contem-
plated as to territorial trusteeship is to pro-
vide in the Charter of the world organization
the right to create a trusteeship if it desires
to do so. Later on, we have had in mind
that the Japanese mandated islands be taken
away from the Japanese, We have had noth-
ing in mind with reference to the British
Empire.

Mr. CHURCHILL, So far as the British Em-
pire is concerned, we ask nothing. We seek
no territorial aggrandisement. If it is a
question solely of dealing with enemy terri-
tory acquired during the war, it might be
proper to put them into some form of trus-
teeship under the United Nations.

In that statement written by Mr.
Byrnes we have a picture of what was
going on. Notwithstanding the fact
that the Charter had declared that peo-
ples of the earth—and Great Britain had
many of them under her control
throughout the world—were to be free to
choose the governments which were to
rule over them, here was a refusal fo
even consider the solemn pledge made
in the hour of Great Britain’s peril.
Here was an example of Mr. Stalin, upon
which he was quick to capitalize. He
likewise had his own ideas regarding the
Atlantic. Charter, although his own
country had become a party to it.

We could go into other matters con-
nected with the transactions behind the
scenes in the political and diplomatic
field, but this one, I think, illustrates the
point I am trying to make—namely, that
allies will stick together when the neces-
sity is present, when the emergency is
on, but they will rapidly forget their
pledges the moment pressure is removed.

To recapitulate, Mr. President: Great
Britain, after the pressure was off, de-
serted France, her Locarno partner.
France would not enforce her rights in
the treaty. She allowed Hitler to make
the first advances, and then World War
II was well on its way. Of course, it did
not happen all at once; there was one
step after another. Thus, the League of
Nations failed—not because the League
was not a proper instrument for peace,
but because the member nations, individ-
ually and collectively, failed to enforce
that pathway to peace.

Mr. President, the untruth has been
spread over the world that the League of
Nations failed because the United States
refused to carry out its obligations and
the promises made by Woodrow Wilson.
I think an investigation of the facts will
show clearly that it failed because the
nations belonging to it did not have the
will to carry out its provisions for peace.
They all had their own selfish interests,
and the moment the pressure of national
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interests outweighed the general good
each nation went its own way in pursuit
of selfish policies.

It has been said, Mr. President, and I
think it has not been successfully contra=-
dicted, that Great Britain at that very
time was giving encouragement to Hitler
and to Hitler's Germany, to counterbal-
ance Russia’s power. The British Gov-
ernment did not like Communists at that
time any better than it likes them now,
and so encouraged Hitler.

Thus, there were two occasions of
broken pledges. The first, the treaty of
Locarno; the second the Atlantic Char-
ter, when Great Britain, through Mr.
Churchill, walked out on one of the char-
ter’'s most important principles; Stalin
followed suit, and the President finally
acquiesced. What was done in those
secret meetings when Churchill and
Stalin took their selfish nationalistic
courses and the President acquiesced, has
had a profound effect upon the history of
the world. We hope we can overcome
these mistakes, but we do not know.

Let me interpolate, Mr, President, by
referring to the Greek-Turkey loan and
to the so-called Truman doctrine. It
should be kept in mind that all President
Truman was doing and all the Congress
was doing in adopting that policy was to
return to the principles of the Atlantic
Charter, according to which these two
nations, Greece and Turkey, should be
permitted to live in peace, and not be
dominated or invaded by any large power.
None of those sections of the earth under
the domination of Great Britain were
touched. Churchill said “No,” and he
was only indicating the truth of the
statement that he did not become the
King’s Minister fo sit in on the liquida-
tion of the British Empire.

Mr. President, notwithstanding all
that, notwithstanding the agreement at
Yalta, to which the senior Senator from
Michigan referred the other day in his
address—and we had not done well at
Yalta—notwithstanding all that, the
American people were not told the true
situation. We were not told, for in-
stance, that Russia had made these
claims; we were not told that, in effect,
we had to bribe her with other peoples’
territory, without their consent and with-
out their knowledge, to keep her in the
war. . We let her have a part of Poland.
We ratified the agreement she made with
Hitler when she marched into Poland
after the Germans had taken over. In
effect, more or less, without saying so, we
finally ratified what Russia had done
with the minor Baltic states. We gave
her a special sphere of influence in the
Balkans, including Czechoslovakia, Yugo-
slavia, and the other countries. Then,
as the greatest blunder, we permitted her
to take over in the Far East special privi-
leges in Manchuria, recognizing her
rights to the railroad, and special privi-
leges and status she had there, including
the two ports which were given to her,
together with the Kuriles. All that was
done to entice her into the war.

What kind of a nation were we deal-
ing with at that time? That is a natural
question. Did not the President know?
Did not Mr. Churchill know the kind
of a nation we were dealing with? Did
he not know how they were thinking,
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and that they had completely abandoned
all the principles of the Atlantic Char-
ter? Then why were we not told the
truth? One of the reasons why I have
been skeptical of this whole situation
is that we were not told the truth in
those days. We were not told that
Russia could not be trusted, that she was
not a peace-loving nation, that she did
not subscribe, in practice and effect, to
the principles of the Atlantic Charter.
But we invited her, we did everything
we could, we even bribed her to come to
San Francisco, and there enter into the
United Nations Organization. We per-
mitted her to have extra votes. We did
everything we could—and when I say
“we” I refer to those on the inside con-
ducting the foreign affairs, who knew
what kind of a nation they were dealing
with, or had occasion to know. We in-
vited Russia in, and framed the organi-
zation. I am not criticizing the men
who were there and did the splendid job
of working out the organization, and
getting the Charter ratified by the dele-
gates, after bringing them into agree-
ment. But the leaders knew the condi-
tions; the State Department knew,
President Roosevelt had passed on in
the meantime. President Roosevelt
thought he could bring them into line,
as he told Mr. Bullitt, who published the
story in Life magazine a year ago. He
said he thought he could give them every-
thing they wanted during the war, and
later they would come into the new or-
ganization and work for peace. We took
them in, and from that moment on we
have had our troubles. We have had
troubles which have gradually culmi-
nated in the grave crisis of today.

Mr. President, after the armistice, the
American people demanded that the boys
be brought home. That was only natu-
ral. They wanted them back. They
were told we were now setting up an
organization that would bring about and
preserve peace. We were told in effect
that it would be safe to bring the boys
home. Relying upon that, they were
brought home. The administration in
power did not tell the people the truth;
it did not have the courage to say, “With
what we know, it is not safe to bring
these boys home. We will not get a
treaty with Russia and the satellite na-
tions unless we have a force there.” We
brought the boys home and left a vacu-
um, and the Russians proceeded to march
in as far as they could. Ever since that
time we have been trying to regain what
we abandoned. I have pointed out the
part England played in the abandon-
ment of the Atlantic Charter. But she
is in the United Nations, and I think is
attempting to live up to all the prin-
ciples of that organization.

Then we came along with the Marshall
plan. The Marshall program provided
certain things which were to be done by
the nations we were helping. They were
to cooperate in promoting trade rela=
tions, interchange of goods and services,
leading finally to a common currency he-
tween the 16 nations participating in
Europe. But we now find we are run-
ning into difficulty. The national neces-
sity overcame the promise for the gen-
eral good again, and we found Great
Britain in such a condition that we had
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to apply some pressure recently to get
her to agree to certain arrangements
which had to do with the spreading of
credits by making her money available
to others.

Whether or not the present crisis is
a manufactured one, used for the pur-
pose of putting pressure on us to do away
with that agreement, or to get us to be
easier with her, or whether it is to stir
up interest in a greater appropriation
for ECA funds, I do not know. At any
rate, we now have another example of a
nation doing whatever is necessary for
their national existence.

In addition to that, notwithstanding
we were trying to bring about a condition
under which world trade would be open
and free fo the nations, with no monopo-
lies, no cartels, nothing of that kind, we
find Great Britain, although she is one
of our principal allies in the North At-
lantic Treaty, under the spur of neces-
sity, going to South America and mak-
ing an agreement with Argentina. We
can go on and find that time and time
again throughout history, nations, when
they get to the point where they think
they no longer need an alliance, aban-
don it.

Now, after all that, we come to the
North Atlantic Pact. It has been said
of all these organizations that they were
our last best chance for peace. I quote
from the President of the United States
in a message on the United Nations Char-
ter. This is only a sample, but it is a
good one of the position which has been
taken from time to time:

The choice before the Senate is now clear.
The choice is not between this Charter and
something else.” It is between this Charter
and no charter at all.

Improvements will come in the future as
the United Nations gain experlence with the
machinery and methods they have set up,
For this is not a static treaty. It can be im-
proved—and, as the years go by, it will be—
just as our own Constitution has been im-
proved.

This Charter points down the only road to
enduring peace, There is no other. Let us
not hesitate to join hands with the peace-
loving peoples of the earth and start down
that road—with firm resolve that we can and
will reach our goal.

- I urge ratification. I urge prompt ratifica-
on,

Mr. President, there were numerous
declarations in the Senate largely to the
same effect. That has been said as to
each of the organizations which have
been set up, that each one of them was
our last best chance for peace.

‘We now know that the United Nations
is not succeeding, and the best evidence
in the world of that fact is the proposal
for the North Atlantic Treaty.

‘Why has not the United Nations been
successful? 'Has it been because of the
veto provision? Some have made that
point. They have said, “Oh, if only we
can change the mechanism so there can-
not be any veto, then everything will be
all right, and we can work together suc-
cegsfully.”

Mr. President, I think we should con-
sider that situation very seriously. In
the first place, the probabilities are that
the United States would not be in the
United Nations if there were not a veto
provision in the Charter, because under
the Constitution of our country we have
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never trusted to the majority vote or a
two-thirds vote of a group of nations, in
matters which were of great importance
to the United States, to make a decision
respecting them. So probably the Char-
ter never would have been ratified by the
Senate of the United States had not the
veto provision remained in it. Suppose
the veto provision was not contained in
the charter; suppose a decision was made
by the United Nations that, for instance,
Russia was bringing about conditions, or
had brought into existence conditions
which would endanger the peace of the
world, such as what she has done with
respect to Poland, or what she has done
by way of making certain moves in other
directions; assume the Council or the
Assembly, whichever one had the power,
without the veto, were to make a decision
that Russia must abandon certain terri-
tory, must cease and desist from what
she was doing, Russia would simply say.
“Well, you have made that decision. Now
what are you going to do about it? We
disagree with the decision.”

We have a police force. We have
armies. Assume the police force, and
the armies are now ordered to enforce
the decree of the United Nations. We all
know what would then happen. We
would have civil war within the United
Nations. There would then be in pros-
pect the same kind of war we now have
in prospect.

Mr. President, the North Atlantic
Treaty points up the fact that we have a
complete split, and that two factions, the
east and the west, are now sparring for
position, ready for the next struggle, un-
less they can find some way of getting
together, We cannot give in to Russia.
We cannot accept her ideology. We can-
not accept her program in any sense of
the word. It is contrary to everything in
which we believe. Russia will not ac-
cept ours. So we meet head-on in a
clash.

The proposal we now have before us is
to ratify the North Atlantic Treaty. It
is contended that it will be the greatest
deterrent to war ever devised. That is a
catch phrase. I should like to go along
with all the slogans that seem so inter-
esting and promise so much but, from
observation, we have found result in so
little.

Mr. President, I do not want to make
a mistake by condemning or approving
any organization that gives any promise
of being the greatest deferrent to war
ever devised. But I submit that in the
world as it now exists, and as it has ex-
isted over the centuries, any organiza-
tion which has had force as its weapon
to bring about peace has never been able
to bring about a permanent peace, and
has been able to continue only for a
short time under a condition of compar-
ative peace, and then it has met in a
head-on clash with those believing
otherwise, and then we have had wars.

We must have in such an organization
those who are converted to the rights of
men, who, in other words, believe in fhe
Christian philosophy and the Christian
way of life. In my opinion the United
Nations has failed to accomplish its ma-
jor purpose because it was not made up
of nations all of whom believed in the
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Christian philosophy and the Christian
way of life.

Peace cannot be forced upon peoples.
Peace cannot be forced upon the indi-
vidual. Peace for the individual comes
from within himself. Peace comes about
through recognition of the rights of hu-
manity as exemplified by the teachings
of Jesus of Nazareth. Until we come to
the time when the majority of the peo-
ple of the world are converted to that
form of life and believe in that way of
life and insist upon that way of life we
will never have universal peace. Force
can never bring it about. Force may for
a time postpone war; but in the end, as
the Master said, “For all they that take
the sword shall perish with the sword.”

Mr. President, I have outlined some
of the situations we now face, and the
reasons why we are not making prog-
ress for peace. Russia is a member of
the United Nations. We now find that
she should never have been a member.
I have a strong feeling within my heart
that the men and women who sat to-
gether at San Francisco and framed
the Charter of the United Nations would,
had they known the full truth, have said,
“No; the United Nations can never suc-
ceed with that group in it, because they
have violated all their agreements in the
past. They do not have the high objec-
tives we have, and by their past records
we know that with them as members
there will be nothing but disappoint-
ment and disillusionment if we take
them in as members of the United Na-
tions.”

In the meantime the United States had
brought home her troops. We had de-
mobilized. Russia had not. Then we
faced an impossible situation in Europe
and other parts of the world.

There are some other observations
which probably should be made in con-
nection with that general situation. By
reason of failure of our diplomacy we
ran into the Berlin blockade. I am not
now speaking in a critical sense nor am
I blaming anyone personally, but we
overlooked doing some of the things we
should have done. We permitted the
Russians to take over the city of Ber-
lin, although we had certain rights there.
So we finally had no way of getting into
Berlin or out of Berlin. That is a sit-
uation which is well known to the world.

What we do not seem to realize is the
strategy Russia has been using. When
she enforced the Berlin blockade—and
I believe some military men will bear
me out in my statement—she was prob-
ably creating a holding situation there
to divert our attention from what she
was doing by way of infiltration and by
extension of what she had been given
through the Yalta agreement in China
and in other parts of Asia. While our
attention was centered in Berlin, we
withdrew help from China, which we
had promised her, and by our futile at-
tempts to bring the Communists into the
Chinese Government we rendered
Chiang Kai-shek impotent to defend his
country. Meanwhile, we sat here watch-
ing the Berlin blockade. Russia maneu-
vered us into this position and eventually
carried out her purpose in Asia and in
the East, and has now puf us in a position
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more desperate than we have been in
during many years of our history.

I want to take up now some of the
phases of the treaty. I do not propose
to enter into a technical discussion of
it, but I wish to speak of one or two of
the phases which I think deserve critical
analysis by this body. With the general
objectives of the treaty no cne can dis-
agree. I mean by that, no one can dis-
agree with the high principles behind
the treaty. I distinguished between them
and the methods which are outlined in
the treaty for carrying out its provisions.

I read from the committee report:

The primary objective of the treaty is to
contribute to the maintenance of peace by
making clear the determination of the parties

collectively to resist armed attack upon any
of them.

It is designed to strengthen the system
of law based upon the purposes and prin-
ciples of the United Natlons. It should go
far to remove any uncertainty which might
mislead potential aggressors as to the deter-
mination of the parties fully to carry out
their obligations under the Charter and col-
lectively to resist an armed attack.

We might go on and read all of the
general objectives, and say we agree with
them,

Then we come to article 2. I directed
a number of questions to witnesses who
appeared before the Committee on For-
eign Relations respecting this particular
article.

The article reads:

The parties will contribute toward the
further development of peaceful and friendly
international relations by strengthening their
free institutions, by bringing about a better
understanding of the principles upon which
these institutions are founded, and by pro-
moting conditions of stability and well-being.
They will seek to eliminate conflict in their
international economic policies and will en-
courage economic collaboration between any
or all of them.

What I particularly desired to know
was whether or not this bound us to any
particular type of economic policy,
whether it meant the abandonment of
any tariff policies, or whether it meant
that we had to join the International
Trade Organization. The senior Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr, VANDENBERG] in-
terprets this particuiar article to mean
that we are not bound to do any of those
things, to make any of those abandon-
ments, or in any way to order our eco-
nomic life. I am inclined to agree with
his interpretation. After having done
so, I wonder why the article is in the
treaty, if it does not mean anything. I
asked a number of witnesses, including
Mr. Lovett, the Under Secretary of State
who helped to negotiate the treaty, what
it meant, and he could not point to any
specific thing that it meant., I believe
other Senators questioned other wit-
nesses. Out of it all we did not get o
clear picture of what the article meant.
It certainly means something. There
must have been some purpose in putting
it in the treaty. It says:

They will seek to ellminate conflict in their
international economiec policies and will en-

courage economic collaboration between any
or all of them.

That is a rather broad power in an
agreement. It is not specific at all. It
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may mean one thing or it may mean
something else. When the treaty be-
comes the law of the land, if it does, the
President of the United States will have
to do the best he ean in interpreting just
what that article means. If it does not
mean any kind of interference—and that
is what the Foreign Relations Committee
now says—then it seems to me it is mean-
ingless, and has no real purpose in the
treaty. Personally I think it should be
stricken out, and I intend to offer an
amendment to strike article 2 from the
treaty. If any Senator has an idea what
it means, or what it seeks to accomplish
in the way of a specific program, he
should come forward with it. Otherwise
the article is unjustified. I see no reason
why any agreement of such importance
should have in it such broad powers with-
out having them more or less defined.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY, Is it the Senator’s re-
quest that he not be interrupted?

Mr. WATKINS. Idonotmind. Ihave
been wandering somewhat.

Mr, WHERRY. I am very much in-
terested in the point which the Senator
is discussing. Could this article refer to
the mutual aid which is to be received
b the various countries? Could it mean
the elimination of economic barriers?

Mr, WATKINS. Referring to another
article in the treaty?

Mr. WHERRY. No; article 2.

Mr. WATKINS. Article 2 says:

Thay will seek to eliminate conflicts in their
international economic policies—

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator is speak-
ing of mutual aid, which comes in an-
other article.

Mr. WHERRY. I am speaking about
conflict in their international economic
policies. I am thinking of the countries
under ECA attempting, if they carry out
the purposes of ECA, not only to elimi-
nate trade barriers to international trade
between other countries and themselves
but eliminating all the obstacles to the
development of a free flow of trade
among themselves. Is there any rela-
tionship between that thought and ar-
ticle 27

Mr. WATEINS. Does the Senator
mean by that the parties to the treaty
would seek to build up a situation in
which they would profit at the expense of
nations outside the treaty? Is that the
thought which the Senator has in mind?

Mr. WHERRY, Iam asking if thereis
any connection. I do not know. The
Senator has given a great deal of thought
to the subject. He says that article 2 is
meaningless. I wonder if there is not
some reason for the article. Could that
be one reason?

Mr. WATKINS. I might give the Sen-
ator the benefit of an off-the-record ob-
servation, without naming the person
who gave me the idea. It has been stated
that the principal reason for putting
article 2 in the treaty was to tie it in
with the United Nations, to be a little
more certain that the pact would be a
part of the United Nations Organization.
As I understand, article 2 ic largely a
repetition of language in the United
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Nations Charter. But, as the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL] pointed
out yesterday, it goes further than the
pledge or the language of the United Na-
tions Charter. It seems to me that it
is open to a great many interpretations,
depending upon the point of view of the
President or the Secretary of State who
happened to be in office at the time the
article came up for interpretation, That
is the reason why I gave the question
some attention. I wanted to find out
exactly what the proponents of the treaty
had in mind, what situation they wanted
to correct, specifically, and not in gen-
eral terms. I could not find out. When
there is something in a contract with
respect to which no one knows the pur-
pose, or something which merely states
general platitudes, the best thing to do is
to take it out of the contract. Unless
there is some definite purpose in it, or un-
less it can be tied to something, we should
get rid of it. That is why I believe that
an amendment striking article 2 from
the treaty should prevail.

We come next to article 3, which is
causing considerable discussion at the
present time, I understand that many
Members of the Senate have in mind that
the interpretation of this article may de-
termine their vote on the treaty. Many
of them feel that implementation of the
treaty at this time would be beyond the
ability of the United States to carry out,
that it would be too big a load, and for
that reason it should not be adopted, if
there is any pledge in that article which
would bind the Congress to implement it.
Let me read it, so that it may be in the
RECORD:

In order more effectively to achieve the
objectives of this treaty, the parties sepa-
rately and jointly, by means of continuous
and effective self-help and mutual aid, will
maintain and develop their individual and
collective capacity to resist armed attack.

We have heard the words of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee [Mr. ConNALLY], and
of the equally distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr, VANDENBERG], to the effect
that there is no particular binding power
or commitment in that article which
would mean that a vote for the pact
would bind or commit any Senator to a
position in which he could not use his
free will.

Let me refer to the testimony, which
was referred to yesterday in a general
way. I invite attention to the statement
of Mr. Acheson, when this point was
presented to him. When he was testi-
fying before the Foreign Relations Com-~
mittee, the following occurred:

The CHAIRMAN, There is some argument
and debate as to whether or not a vote for
the treaty carries with it any obligation or
duty to vote for the arms program at a later
date. Is there anything in the treaty itself
that binds the United States even to adopt
the military program? I mean explicitly.
The general phrase “mutual self-help” is
that upon which I suppose they base their

argument.

Secretary AcHesoN. Yes, sir. That ques-
tion is one which it would be pleasant if
one could answer “Yes” or “No.” I think it
requires a very clear understanding.

There is something in the treaty which
requires each Member of the Senate, if you
ratify this treaty, when he comes to vote on
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the military assistance program, to exercise
his judgment less freely than he would have
exercised it if it had not been for this treaty.
No Member of the Senate, after the treaty is
ratified, in exercising his judgment, can prop-
erly say to himself, “I do not believe in the
principle of mutual assistance. I think that

. principle is silly and I will put it out of my

mind.” That shouwld not be done, because
by ratifying this treaty you accept that
principle, and that principle exists.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I have noted the col-
loquy which the Senator has pointed out.
On page 27 the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, the senior Senator
from Texas [Mr. CoNnaLLy] made the
following statement:

I do not want to labor the point, but I
wanted the record to show that I do not
quite go with you that far, I think, after
all, it 1s a matter of judgment and con-
sclentious conviction of each particular
Senator casting his vote.

Becretary Acheson replied:

Of course, Senator CoNNALLY, that 1s right.
It is not my function or place to be stating
what should move Senators in their votes.
I was trying to respond to questions in a
responsive way, and to give what I thought
was the intellectual relation between this
treaty and some other proposal. Obviously
I think I have made it very clear that there
is no obligation on anybody to vote for the

forthcoming proposal on the arms program
because he votes for this treaty.

That is a statement by Secretary
Acheson.

Mr. WATKINS. All I can do is quete
Acheson against Acheson.

Mr. WHERRY. I simply wish to point
it out to the distinguished Senator, be-
cause I am one of the Senators who are
having trouble with this one point. We
have here not only the testimony of the
Secretary of State but the unequivocal
statement of the chairman of the com-
mittee and of the ranking minority mem-
ber of the committee, as I understand
them—and I should like to be corrected
if I am in error in this matter—that if a
Senator votes for the pact, he will not be
under obligation to vote for implementa-
tion of the pact by means of supplying
arms.

If that is not the correct interpreta-
tion, I should like to have the chairman
of the committee or the ranking minor-
ity member of the committee correct
me, because it is on this point, at least,
that I am bothered considerably.

Certainly the Secretary of State very
unequivocally states, following that
testimony, that there is no obligation
upon a Senator who votes for the pact
to vote for arms implementation legis-
lation.

After all, in connection with the in-
terpretation of legislation which is en-
acted, it is always customary to read
the CONGRESSIONAL REcORD to see what
the chairman of the committee and the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee said about it, because that is the
way to arrive at the legal interpretation
of legislation that is enacted.

Mr. WATEINS. Let me say that the
treaty is the work of the State Depart-
ment and of the similar departments of
the other 11 governments. The treaty
is not the work of the Senate Foreign
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Relations Committee—with all due re-
spect to our Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, which, of course, has been consulted
regarding the treaty. Nevertheless it is
important to realize that in this case we
have the statement of Mr. Acheson and
then apparently a contradictory state-
ment by Mr. Acheson, and then we have
the conduct of the parties to the treaty.
Of course, one of the best ways to find
out what something means is to find out
how the parties connected with it act.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STENNIS in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Utah yield to the Senator from
Nebraska?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I deeply appreciate
the Senator’'s courtesy.

As I understand the matter, the State
Department formulates treaties, and
they are then submitted to the Senate

for ratification. So there is nothing un- -

usual in having the treaty drafted by the
Department from which it comes to the
Senate.

What I am interested in is how the
treaty will be administered and who will
administer it. One of those who will be
responsible for its administration is Mr.
Acheson. When the Secretary of State
said, in effect, “Here is a question which
T should like to answer ‘Yes’ or ‘No,'” I
wish he had answered “Yes” or “No”; but
he did not do just that, for he con-
tinued and stated that there is a limita-
tion, and that if a Senator votes for the
pact he will not be free to give such sub-
sequent questions the consideration
which otherwise they might be given.
But later the Secretary of State made
the positive statement that a Senator
can vote for the pact and not be obli-
gated, either morally, legally, or other-
wise, to vote for the arms implementa-
tion legislation.

That point interests me very much. I
appreciate greatly the address the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah has pre-
sented to the Senate today. He is one
of our very able lawyers, and he has
given this matter a great deal of atten-
tion.

The final remark he made was that in
this connection we must take the whole
situation into view, the way the wit-
nesses testified, their conduct, and so
forth and so on.

Mr. WATEKINS. I go further than
that: I am considering the conduct of
the other parties to the contract, the
European nations and their representa-
tives who were here in Washington. I
also consider the conduct of the Secre-
iary of State himself. I consider how
all of them acted with respect to that
particular matter and difficulty just as
soon as the treaty had been signed. I
wish to call attention to that.

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator
from Utah have other observations on
that point which he expects to present
to the Senate?

Mr. WATKINS. I wish to make this
observation now: The treaty had just
been signed when the men who were in
Washington, representing the other par-
ties to the compact, had a complete pro-
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gram for military assistance and had
already presented their requests. In that
connection, they had stated what they
needed, and apparently there had been
an understanding about it. As I recall,
articles in the press stated that Mr.
Acheson had said the State Department
had not made a commitment, because it
could not commit the United States to
any program, but that the State Depart-
ment had made an agreement, in effect,
with the representatives of the other na-
tions to present to the Congress what
they wanted. That was how they acted
under the treaty. Mutual aid means
help, and they had come to the United
States to get help. They were in need
of help. That was one of the reasons
for the treaty. Their defenseless posi-
tion in Europe is one of the real needs
for the treaty.

When we vote for the treaty, thus
saying that we agree to give them mutual
aid, they will expect to receive it, and
we shall be the ones who will give it.

Immediately after the treaty was
signed, the Secretary of State and the
representatives of the other parties to
the treaty got together, and at that
meeting the Secretary of State was urged
to present an aid program to the Con-
gress, although he then said that he
could not commit the Congress as to the
amount of aid that would be supplied.
Nevertheless, the position is taken that
once we ratify the treaty, we are com-
mitted to give them aid. How much aid
and when and where it is to be given will
be questions to be left to us to deter-
mine; but I take it that, if the treaty is
ratified, we shall be committed to give
aid to the European countries that are
parties to the contract, although the
exact amount of the aid and the other
details will be left to us to determine.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point?

Mr. WATKINS. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’'s answers, and I am trying to clarify
this matter.

Mr. WATKINS. I should also like to
point out how someone else looked at this
matter while it was going on. I do not
say that I agree with the observations
carried in the newspapers, but the fol-
lowing editorial, which I shall read, in
part, appeared in the Christian Science
Monitor of April 28, 1949:

The administration has made a major deci-
slon in the treaty fight,

It has decided that it is better to face a
larger degree of posslhle apposltian and make
the obligations of the unprecedented world
commitment plain than to get the measure
through the Senate with a minimum of op-
position without letting the public know
exactly what it is in for,

This decision accounts for the frankness
and explicitness of Secretary of State Dean
Acheson’s testimony of April 27, which made
both Senator Tom CoNNALLY, Democrat, of
Texas, and Senator ARTHUR H, VANDENEBERG,
Republican, of Michigan, wvisibly squirm.
They are the men responsible for piloting the
measure through the Senate. In the view of
Senator CoNNALLY, at any rate, who is chalr-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, it would have been just as well to
leave the sharp edges of the t:eaty blurred
and the moral commitment to supply force,
if necessary, fuzzy.
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That is what that newspaper had to
say about the matter, That newspaper
had its trained observers there.

I think it was somewhat of a surprise;
but the administration has never backed
down for one moment from the claim
that we are committed, except for that
one contradictory statement—and 1
think it is contradictory.

So the original statement of the Secre-
tary of State is contradicted. His con-
duct actually contradicts what he said,
and the action of the representatives of
the other 11 nations to the pact contra-
dicts what he said.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr, WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Yesterday the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] used
as a comparison a “Do not enter” sign
placed in a street. I asked the Senator
from Vermont what happens when a
person comes to a “Do not enter” sign.
He said that of course I would know the
answer, and that it is necessary to resist
with whatever force is required.

Here is my question: In view of the
observations the Senator from Utah has
made, does he mean that it is his inter-
pretation that if a Senator votes for the
pact the force must be forthcoming be-
fore the “Do not enter” sign is reached;
or does the Senator mean that the force
will come afterward? I mean, are we
obligated now to produce forthwith, upon
the ratification of the pact, the neces-
sary force, or can we wait and decide
after the “Do not enter” sign has been
violated what force is necessary?

Mr. WATKINS. I may say the whole
theory of the treaty was eloguently ex-
pressed by the Senator from Michigan
and by witnesses who appeared on be-
half of the Government. The whole
thesis of the treaty, the purpose of the
treaty, is to have an irresistible force, an
overwhelming force ready at the moment
an attack comes. I submit that cannot
be done afterwards, it has got to be
there when someone gets ready to go into
the do-not-enter territory. So there
cannot be any possibility of doubt about
that. It has been emphasized time and
time again by the witnesses, although
they have said at the same time, almost
in the same breath, that there is no com-
mitment.

Mr. WHERRY. Does Secretary Ache-
son commit us to that policy? I did not
attend the meetings of the committee.
I have gone through the reports pretty
thoroughly, and I am merely using that
illustration again, because I have been
led to believe that the resistance can
come after the attack i~ made, and the
Congress will have full authority to de-
termine what force is needed and when
it shall be made available. If the inter-
pretation of the distinguished Senator
from Utah is that the minute we sign
the pact it becomes our duty to provide
a force which may then be necessary to
resist an attack, it certainly looks to me
as if the arms-implementation feature is
inseparably connected with the pact
itself.

Mr, WATKINS. The Department ol
State, I think, understood that it was in-
separably connected, and they were
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ready to present it to the Senate at the
same time the treaty was presented.

Mr. WHERRY., Is that in the evi-
dence?

Mr. WATKINS. It was in the press,
of which I think the Senator has taken
notice.

Mr. WHERRY. I have seen it in the
press.

Mr, WATKINS. It was asserted that
there was a warm discussion between
the Chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee and the Secretary of State,
or the Under Secretary, as to whether
the request should be presented at that
time. There was some resentment, so
the press said, on the part of the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commif-
tee, when they insisted it ought to be pre-
sented. I.cannot for the life of me see
how the treaty is any good unless it
makes some commitment. Otherwise it
will not have any teeth in it, and it will
be idle to say we are going to stop a
war or prevent an irresistible attack. If
we are not going to get ready for such a
contingency, what are all these defen-
sive measures for? If when we vote
for this program we must take into con-
sideration an interpretation of all the
surrounding circumstances and discuss
every phase and every section of the
treaty, it seems to me the conclusion is
irresistible that there is a commitment,
and when I vote for the freaty, if I
should vote for it, I feel that I am obli-
gated to do something to help the other
parties to it. I am not going to give
them a stone when they ask for bread.

Mr. DONNELL and Mr. MALONE ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Utah yield; and if so, to

whom?
Mr., WATEKINS. I yield first to the
Benator from Missouri.

Mr. DONNELL. I donot want to take
precedence over the Senator from Ne-
vada, but it occurs to me at this moment
that, in addition to the points the Sen-
ator from Nebraska has made, the ex-
pression of the Secretary of State, which
has been so well indicated this afternoon
by the Senator from Utah, coupled with
the very grave effort on the part of the
Secretary of State constantly to differ-
entiate between the obligations under the
treaty and the obligations with respect
to military implementation, it is perfectly
clear, as I see it, that there is a carefully
designed—I am not saying it is dis-
honest, by any means—a carefully
thought-out policy of using language
which will endeavor to differentiate the
two; and yet in the document from
which I quoted yesterday, Foreign Af-
fairs Outlines Building the Peace, pre-
pared by the Department of State, No. 22,
issued in May 1949, no human being, in
my judgment, can read it without com-
ing to the conclusion that, with all this
care of differentiation made by the De-
partment of State, they are, in effect,
treating the North Atlantic Pact and the
military implementation as practically
inseparable. If the Senator from Utah
will permit me, by unanimous consent, I
should like to read just a few words from
the document.
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Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. In this document the
Department of State says:

As of now, the Inadequate defenses of
western Europe invite military aggression,
and increasing prosperity makes it a prize
all the more tempting.

Then, Mr. President, listen to this:

Not until we—

“We" means the United States—

Not until we share our strength on a com-
mon defensive front can we hope to replace
this temptation with a real deterrent to war.

We are told that this treaty is the
greatest deterrent to war that can pos-
sibly be devised, and yet the Department
of State says, “Not until we”—note the
time element there—"“Not until we share
our strength on & common defensive
front can we hope to replace this tempta-
tion with a real deterrent to war.”

It then continues:

The North Atlantic Pact is an agreement
on the policy of a common defense; its very
vital—

What does the word “vital” mean? It
means life giving, does it not?—
its very vital corollary is a program of mili-
tary aid.

In other words, despite the carefully
guarded language of the Department of
State, or of the Secretary of State, in
one breath saying what he did earlier,
and in another breath very carefully
pointing out that there is no obligation,
he does realize, as he must realize, that
there is no such freedom on the part of
Congress, after the treaty is executed,
as existed before.

The Department of State says:

Its very vital—

That is to say, Mr. President, life-
giving, the thing that gives life to the
treaty, makes it not merely a dead instru-
ment—

Its very vital—

And I underscore “vital”—
Its very vital corollary is a program of mili-
tary aid.

Mr, President, I mentioned yesterday
what a corollary is. It is defined in the
dictionary. I hope it is not too old-
fashioned merely to mention the dic-
tionary once in a while. It is a propo-
sition following so obviously from an-
other that it requires little or no demon-
stration. This vital proposition, the one
that gives life to the treaty, without
which the freaty has no life, is the prop-
osition of military implementation.

Now, Mr. President, and I ask the
Senator’s pardon for imposing so much
upon his good nature——

Mr. WATKINS, That is all right.

Mr. DONNELL. But may I call atten-
tion, in corroboration of the earlier state-
ment made by the Secretary of State,
when he responded promptly and with-
out the opportunity for further thought,
as to the clear and definite demarcation
and discrimination which is so carefully
preserved—in corrohoration of his earlier
thought, this document which I hold in
my hand itself indicates most clearly, as
I tried to point out yesterday, this obli-
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gation. I shall take only this one mo-
ment of the time of the Senator further.
In this document he says:

Article 3 does not obligate the United
States to provide any definite—

Why is the word “definite” used?—
to provide any definite amount of military
assistance or to make any specific contribu-
tion.

The very fact that the word “definite”
is used, the very fact that the word
“specific” is used, is in itself proof that
the Department of State considered
article 3 as obligating the United States
to do something, otherwise there would
have been no need for using those words.
He could have said, “Article 3 does not
obligate the United States to provide any
amount of military assistance or to make
any contribution.” But no; what he
said, and that is as far as he goes, is that
article 3 does not obligate the United
States to provide any definite amount
or make any specific contribution.

Why, of course, it does not. That is
for Congress to decide. Then what does
the Department of State say in this doc-
ument?

It does, however, obligate the United
Btates, as it obligates every other member of
the North Atlantic Pact, to adhere to the
principle of mutual ald and to exercise its
own honest judgment in contributing what
it most effectively can to implement the mu-
tual-aid prineiple,

Does that express any doubt that it is
our obligation to contribute something?
He states, obviously that we are obligat-
ed to contribute something, and it will
be seen in the next sentence what he
has in mind as the most effective thing
to contribute. He says only that it is
left open to us to decide at the time
what the amount is, what the specific
sum or the specific amount is. Continu-
ing, after what I have read, the De-
partment of State says:

It is the opinion of the executive branch
of this Government that the United States
can best contribute to the collective capac-
ity for defense—

And that is the collective capacity for
defense of the North Atlantic area—by
what?—
by providing military assistance, and it is
the recommendation of the executive branch
that it should do so. It is also the opinion
of the executive branch that the provision
of assistance will become a powerful factor
for assuring success on the aims of the pact.

Mr. President, obviously those who de-
signed the pact wanted it to be success-
ful. Obviously they wanted it to have
some life, to be vital. But the Depart-
ment of State says that the very vital
corollary, a proposition that follows so
obviously from another that it requires
little or no demonstration, is a program
of mutual aid, and the statement of the
Department is that the pact obligates
the United States, as it obligates every
other party to the pact, to adhere to the
principle of mutual aid. Then there fol-
lows the opinion of the executive branch
as to the best method of contributing to
the principle of implementation. The
Department of State says that the pact
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obligates the United States to exercise
its own honest judgment, in what?—

In contributing what it most effectively
can—

It does not say what, if anything—

In contributing what it most effectively
can to implement the mutual-ald principle.

Then it expresses the opinion of the
executive branch that military aid is the
most effective method.

To my mind, all this careful linguis-
tic attempt to differentiate between the
pact on the one hand and military op-
eraticn on the other is thrown out the
window,

This interpretation by the Secretary
of State is precisely what he said and
what the Senator from Utah read at the
outset, when the Secretary of State in-
voluntarily, so to speak, responded and
said: :

Of course, we are under some obligation
which we were not under before.

He speaks of individual and collective
capacity to resist. To resist what?
Armed attack? How are we to resist
armed attack without some military con-
tribution? If there ever was a treaty
which obligated us to contribute what
we honestly and reasonably think best,
and imposes an obligation on us to con-
tribute military assistance—I say if there
ever was such a treaty, this one is the one.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of the remarks of the Senator
from Utah [Mr. WATKINS] the entire
Document No. 22, prepared by the De-
partment of State and promulgated in
May, 1949. I ask that it be set forth in
full.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEN-
Nis in the chair). Without objection, it
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. WATEKINS. Mr. President, it
would seem to me that if Mr. Acheson is
correct in his confradictory statement
there is no obligation on the Congress
to give mutual aid and assistance. I
have already asked that the article
should be stricken if it does not mean
anything. If it is not an obligation,
let us take it out, because it may
cause trouble later on. We will find out,
whether it means anything or not, if a
motion is made to eliminate it. There
will be strong opposition to such action.
The whole theory of the treaty is that
we need all the help in the present cir-
cumstances of the world that those na-
tions can give us. The situation now is
that they cannot give us very much. We
are not over there asking for help; they
are here asking us for help. Secretary
Johnson and Gen. Omar Bradley told us
about the amount of money involved.
The two subjects had always been con-
sidered together, until someone got the
idea that it was the wrong strategy to
bring the pact in with an arms imple-
mentation. Then it was considered that
the two were not related, not on speak-
ing terms.

PLEDGING ARMS WITH THE PACT

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. WATKINS. I yield for a question.
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Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask
the distinguished junior Senator from
Utah, in view of the fact that we have
listened for several days to the vehe-
ment denials that there is involved an
obligation to furnish arms, if there is
anything in the pact which prevents us
from furnishing arms to Europe?

Mr. WATKINS. Anything in the
pact which will prevent our furnishing
arms? Did I correctly understand the
Senator?

Mr. MALONE. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. If there is, it is very
carefully concealed. On the contrary, it
is all the other way.

Mr. MALONE. It has seemed to me
that the gentlemen protest too much;
however, I should like to ask the dis-
tinguished Senator another question, if
he will yield further.

M.. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. Is the distinguished
junior Senator from Utah familiar with
the fact that in 1942 England made a
nonaggression pact with Russia, signed
by Anthony Eden, representing Great
PBritain, and by Molotov, representing
Russia, and that in 1944 an almost
identical pact was signed by Molotoy
and a representative of France? These
pacts contain almost identical language,
in some respects, as is contained in the
North Atlantic Treaty which the Senate
is being asked to ratify and were signed
in Russia. I shall read the language,
first, and then ask the junior Senator
from Utah a question:

Article 6 contains this language:

The High Contracting Parties agree to
render one another all possible economic
assistance after the war.

This was during World War II

Article 7, in unequivocal language,
provides that each high contracting
party undertakes not to conclude any
alliance and not to take part in any
coalition directed against the other high
contracting party.

Almost identical language is included
in both the nonaggression pacts which
England and France have separately
made with Russia, and each of those
nonaggression pacts has the same time
to run as has the North Atlantic Pact,
beginning a few years earlier, however.
They run for 20 years, and at the expira-~
tion of 20 years it requires 12 months to
get out from under the obligation.

Article 2 of the North Atlantic Pact
provides as follows:

The parties will contribute toward the
further development of peaceful and friendly
international relations by strengthening their
free institutions, by bringing about a better
understanding of the principles upon which
these institutions are founded, and by pro-
moting conditions of stability and well being.
They will seek to eliminate conflict in their
international economie policies and will en-

courage economic collaboration between any
or all of them.

If we are to encourage economic col-
laboration between England, France, and
the United States—1I suppose that is what
it means—and they have already agreed
not to enter into any alliance, and not to
take part in any coalition directed
against the other high contracting par-
ties, and in view of the fact that we have
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listened for 3 or 4 days to the distin-
guishea chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and to the distinguished
senior Senator from Michigan, who rep-
resents the minority party on that com-
mittee, all the language being directed
against Russia, saying specifically that
we are forming this coalition to beat
down any attempt on the part of Russia
to dominate Europe or any other part of
tl.e world, how does the Senator from
Utah reconcile the record of nonaggres-
sion signed with Russia and the state-
ments of the pact adherents?

Mr. WATKINS. If the Senator will
pardon the suggestion, is not more diplo-
matic language used, by saying “any ag-
gressor,” without identifying any other
nation than Russia?

Mr. MALONE. I am using mountain
language, which is the only language I
understand. That is the language on
which I was brought up, and it is not
double talk. I think the Senator from
Utah can understand it also. Of course,
it is nonsense for anyone to allege that
they do not understand that when we
approve the pact that we are not also
approving arms shipments to go with it.

Mr. WATKINS, But “any aggressor™
is the language used, and it was neces-
sary to think for a long time before they
could think of any other nation than
Russia. Germany might rise again de-
spite the chains placed on her. That is
the only possibility they can think of.

Mr. MALONE. I wish to ask the junior
Senator from Utah, who is making a very
fine, well-thought-out, and serious ad-
dress on the subject before the Senate,
which should be listened to by every Sen-
ator, how he reconciles the two nonag-
gression pacts between France, England,
and Russia—and the North Atlantic Pact
with us, calling for practically the same
cooperation with both Russia and the
United States. They are on both sides,
su it is difficult to see how they can lose
on economic assistance,

Mr. WATKINS. I have had difficulty.
That was one of the questions I asked
which has never been answered satisfac-
torily. I think I placed in the RECORD
copies of the alliance between Great Brit-
ain and Russia and the alliance between
France and Russia. I also put into the
REcORD the trade agreements. I then
asked, How can these nations, having
signed such treaties, go into a pact of the
kind we are now considering?

Mr. MALONE. 1 think the Senator’s
answer is very satisfactory.

Mr. WATKINS. The answer from the
Secretary of State was to the effect that
Great Britain says there is no incon-
sistency, nothing in conflict with this
treaty, and we cannot contradict, we can-
not question the word of Great Britain,
therefore it is all right. France says the
same thing, and therefore it is said to be
all right. I have called attention nu-
merous times to the trade treaties, cover-
ing locomotives, railway steel that have
been sent to Russia by Great Britain;
motors, copper, and tin sent to Poland,
a satellite of Russia. I called attention
to that commerce, and it was stated that
was just normal trade, that they have to
trade, in spite of the fact that every one
of those items sent by Great Britain was
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a war article, which could be used in war
or preparation for war.

None of the answers to the questions I
have asked have been satisfactory. I
think we must go beyond what these
nations say. Do we treat all nations
alike? We do not let Russia get away
with tactics. We question everything she
says. I have pointed out in my address
today that time after time Great Britain
has departed from her agreements, has
failed to keep her understandings in the
various alliances—Locarno, the League
of Nations, the Atlantic Charter, and
others. Time and time again, when her
Interests demanded, or she thought they
demanded, that she depart from an
agreement, she did so. So I think we
should explore the situation, and the
Committee on Foreign Relations should
go behind the explanations.

Great Britain says there is no incon-
sistency, France says there is no incon-
sistency, therefore it is said the agree-
ments are not inconsistent, and we can-
not look into them, it would be an insult
to those countries for us even to look into
them.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HoLranD  n the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Utah yield to the Senator from
Nevada?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. As examples of the
situation so ably outlined by the junior
Senator from Utah, I might quote a
couple of paragraphs from the Wall
Street Journal of this morning, July 8.
‘We are all familiar with the times, places,
and conditions, but these paragraphs
bring them to our minds again. Iread:

Great Britain has formally requested the
United States to release her from her 1946
promise not to discriminate against United
States goods in world trade. This assurance
was one condition for the $3,750,000 United
States loan to the United Eingdom.

Mr. President, that is not the first time
they have reneged, I would say to the
junior Senator from Utah. The first
time is referred to in the same dispatch,
and I read:

There’s a precedent for the administration
to seek tacit approval from lawmakers to
waive provisions of the 1046 loan pact. Late
in 1847, on the eve of the Marshall plan,
the British were combating another in a
serles of dollar crises. The drain on her gold
and dollars at that time was blamed partly
on article 8 of the loan agreement. In this
pection, Great Britaln agreed to make her
pound sterling freely convertible into dollars
on most current transactions a year after the
agreement was ratified. After this clause be-
came effective July 15, 1947, there was a rush
by nations earning sterling to get this con-
verted into dollars.

The British became alarmed then, just as
they are today, about the loss of dollars and
rushed to United States officials with the
plea that the convertibility clause be waived.
The NAC agreed that this was an “excep-
tional case” and Treasury Secretary Snyder
went before congressional committees to ex-
plain the waiver was *“temporary.” Congress
accepted the Snyder explanation without
formal action.

That was 2 years ago. The provision 1s still
being waived, and the British now want the
equally-important article 9 suspended. The
new waiver is being dubbed “transitional”
rather than *“temporary.”
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I know without asking that the Sen-
ator from Utah is familiar with the 88
trade treaties which the ECA nations
have made with Russia and the iron cur-
tain countries since World War II, be-
cause I have heard him discuss them on
this floor, and I have myself discussed
them in the ECA debate starting March
30 of this year. An official of the State
Department, after much urging I might
say, brought the 88 trade treaties to my
office; 45 of them he left with me, 3 of
them were so confidential he held them
in his hands while I was trying to read
their provisions, 40 were so restricted
that he could not leave them in the hands
of a Senator. I would say between 20
and 30 percent of them were in foreign
languages. But they provided just what
the junior Senator from Utah says they
do, for shipment of everything from loco-
motives, ball bearings, high-grade steel,
electrical equipment, and about every-
thing needed to wage war.

I ask the junior Senator from Utah if
he is familiar with the fact, first, that
Russia is disciplining Tito by forcing Po-
land to stop trading with Yugoslavia—
that all of the iron curtain countries
have ceased trading with Yugoslavia en-
tirely?

Is the Senator familiar with the fact
that we are simply furnishing world war
III supplies to Russia, sending material
and money to the 16 nations from which
products are manufactured and proc-
essed and are immediately shipped to
Russia and the iron curtain countries?

Is he familiar with the dispatch of
yesterday calling attention to the fact
that the United States is cut off from
trade with Great Britain by an order of
Mr, Cripps, that they are not allowed
even to spend in the United States any
of the money we send over there? Those
are three things which seem to me in-
compatible, and I should like to have the
Senator’s reaction.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I have
heard of them, and the Senator has re-
freshed my recollection. I have not
thought out the answers to that situa-
tion, but it seems to me that if those
circumstances are actually happening,
if the actions of Great Brifain are as re-
ported, it only bears out what I have
been calling attention to in a long series
of questions, beginning with the Locarno
agresment——

Mr. MALONE. And very ably, too, I
might say.

Mr, WATKINS. All along the line,
when Great Britain felt that necessity
required her to depart from any agree-
ment she had made, she violated the
agreement. If what the Senator states
is actually happening, it merely carries
out the general policy of Great Britain
in that respect. I would say that any
other nation in similar circumstances
would probably do the same. But that
does not justify our Nation and other
nations going into agreements with a
nation knowing full well from its history
that if necessity requires, or it thinks it
does, it will violate every alliance it
makes with any other nation.

Mr. MALONE. One of the points is
that they are carrying out the nonag-
gression pact signed in 1942 with Russia
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and helping her economically, and now

they have stopped trading with us even °

before we approve the pending pact.

Mr. WATKINS. They claim they
have to get food, and they are trading
with Russia, sending locomotives and
railway equipment, which is described in
the agreement as “military supplies.”
That description was placed on the ma-
terials. We asked about that when we
were debating the ECA and some of the
other bills which had to do with foreign
relief, and the answer was, “We don't
know. We will look it up.” We have
never had a definite, satisfactory answer
to those questions yet.

Mr. MALONE. I will ask the Senator
if he is familiar with the Associated
Press dispatch which has just been re-
ceived from Russig or England; I am not
entirely sure which——

Mr, WHERRY. From England.

Mr. MALONE. The Associated Press
dispatch simply says that a further
trade agreement has been concluded
between England and Russia which
will involve many millions of dollars.
The story will be carried by the news-
papers this afternoon. Yesterday, in
my debate with Senator RALPH FLANDERS,
I mentioned the fact that represent-
atives of England were then in Rus-
sia for the purpose of making such an
agreement, despite the fact representa-
tives of all nations were meeting at
Amiens, France, further reducing our
own tariffs. Is the Senator familiar with
the contents of that dispatch, which says
that England is to send to Russia proc-
essed goods that she is largely to con-

* tinue what she was doing under the trade

treaty which I placed in the Recorp in
March 1948, when the Marshall plan
was still before us, under which agree-
ment between England and Russia 11,-
000 locomotives, cranes, cars, and every-
thing conceivable was included? Those
goods were then being shipped. It was
denied, however, on the Senate floor, by
a supporter of the Marshall plan, that
any loyal administrator would allow such
& thing to be done and allow payments
to continue to such nation. It has been
continued, however., Is the Senator fa-
miliar with the fact that a further treaty
has been concluded between the two
nations?

Mr. WATKINS. I will say that I am
not familiar with that fact. It is a very
interesting development, if it turns out
to be as the Senator says.

Mr. MALONE. The newspapers will
carry the statement this afternoon.

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator is fa-
miliar, is he not, with recent reports re-
specting the British-Argentine pact,
which was signed after the signature by
Great Britain of the North Atlantic
Treaty, in which Great Britain obligated
herself to seek to encourage economic
collaboration between all the signato-
ries? The Senator is familiar with the
pact recently signed by Britain and Ar-
gentina, is he not?

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; I am familiar
with it, and I have already referred to
it in my statement. Great Britain found
it to be of advantage to her to sign such
a pact with Argentina, and despite the
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fact that she has signed the North At-
lantic Treaty, she has entered into this
pact with Argentina without so much
as “by your leave.”

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I was hopeful that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]
would bring out one of the provisions
contained in the new secret agreement
when he made his inquiry of the Senator
from Utah. I now ask the Senator from
Utah if he knows that one of the pro-
visions contained in the agreement re-
ferred to in the Associated Press dis-
patch which has just come over the
ticker—I do not know whether it is true
or not—one of the provisions deals with
the exchange of goods manufactured in
Britain for 1,000,000 tons of cheap grains
which Britain wants to secure from Rus-
sia rather than from the United States
of America. Iam very vitally interested
in that point. I do not mean, however,
to engage in this part of the discussion
of the pact, because I am primarily in-
terested in articles 3 and 5. But I did
read the dispatch which came over the
ticker, and which was referred to by
the Senator from Nevada. The agree-
ment referred to is certainly a new one.
Dating back to the time of the investi-
gation made by the Small Business Com-
mittee, we found that Britain was send-
ing airplane motors to Russia for her
airplanes. We made a protest. I be-
lieve the distinguished Senator will re-
call that. Similar things have been hap-
pening right along. Now comes a new
secret agreement, as we find by the dis-
patch which came over the ticker this
morning. Britain does not permit a dol-
lar to be spent in the United States.
However, in my opinion, Britain could
exchange United States wheat for man-
ufactured goods. That would be useful
to her and useful to us.

Britain has made a new treaty with
Russia. She has just entered into a
treaty with Argentina. We are trying
to stop Russia from infiltrating into the
12 countries in Europe which are signa-
tories to the North Atlantic Treaty.
That, however, is something not so vital,
it seems to me, as is the gquestion of
arms.

I wish to ask the Senator if the ques-
tion was raised during the hearings as to
whether or not the Secretary would
recommend to the Senate at this session
of Congress arms-implementation legis-
lation? I cannot find any such ques-
tion raised, although I have looked
through the hearings.

Mr. WATKINS. I do not recall that
any question was asked him directly in
that fashion, but I believe the press has
contained stories to the effect that he is
going to recommend such legislation, and
has already communicated with the For-
eign Relations Committee and outlined
what he will ask for. The chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee can
answer that question better than I can.

Mr. WHERRY. I read from-the top
of page 27 of the hearings earlier today.
There it seemed to me the Secretary
made a very frank statement, that we
could vote for the pact and yet not be
obligated or committed to enact any
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arms-implementation legislation. But I
believe that is something which must
be definitely cleared up by thechairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee and
by the ranking member of that commit-
tee, the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENEBERG], at least to clarify my mind
on the subject. If the North Atlantic
Treaty is simply the declaration of a
policy, of a sort of keep-ofi-the-grass
policy, and that is all it is, I believe
practically everyone can go along with
such a declaration of policy and principle.
But if the treaty involves an absolute
commitment that we are to provide arms,
and it is simply a matter of sequence that
such legislation follow the ratification of
the treaty, then the question before us
is an entirely different one.

Mr. President, I believe a very frank
statement should be made on that point.
We should be told whether there is to be
any implementation legislation brought
to Congress, or whether the treaty simply
involves the principle of “do not enter.”

(At this point Mr. WaTkINs yielded to
Mr. McCaRraN to request the confirma-
tion of certain nominations and debate
ensued which appeared at the conclusion
of Mr., WATKINS' speech.)

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. A few minutes ago
the Chair very appropriately mentioned
his desire that we observe the rules of
parliamentary procedure. I think I
should take upon myself the entire
blame for the failure so to do. I believe
I interrupted without asking the Senator
from Utah to yield, and I very greatly
regret the fact that I did so.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, we
seem to have reverted to the old custom
in the Senate, which I think is a very
good one.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I ask the Senator cate-
gorically the question whether, if this
pact is adopted, he feels that we are
morally obligated to go through with
substantially the arms program which is
proposed by the Department of State?

Mr. WATKINS. I answer “Yes.”

Mr. TAFT. That is not the view, I
take it, of the distinguished Senator
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] as eX-
pressed day before yesterday. At least,
I do not think it is. He said:

Frankly, I should have much less Interest
i1 this treaty if I thought its repressive in-
fluence for peace is measured by or depend-
ent on any such implementation. It is not
the military forces in being which measure
tkhe impact of this “knock out™ admonition,
In my view Its invincible power for peace is
the awesome fact that any aggressor upon
the North Atlantic community knows in ad-
vance that from the very moment he
launches his conquest he will forthwith face
whatever cumulative opposition these united
allies in their own wisdom deem necessary
to beat him to his knees and to restore peace
and securlty.

Does the Senator feel that even if the
treaty itself is a deterrent, still under
article 3, if we vote for the treaty we
are obligated to provide military arms?

Mr. WATKINS. The thing that gives
the treaty some force is the fact that we
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are going to rearm other countries. The
treaty provides for that very thing, in
general language. It says that the par-
ties will render mutual aid to carry out
the purposes of the treaty.

Mr. TAFT. Frankly, I am absolutely
opposed to providing arms for Europe.
What interests me is the question
whether it is possible for a Senator to
vote for the treaty and then take the
position that we are not obligated to pro-
vide arms.

Mr. WATKINS. I do not believe that
any Senator can do so without stultifying
himself. That is my candid view. If
I vote for the treaty, I certainly will vote
for the implementation, because I do not
think it would amount to much without
it, even on the theory which has been ad-
vanced, that it is an overwhelming force.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator disagrees
with the Senator from Michigan, but he
agrees with the statement of the State
Department in the document referred to
by the Senator from Missouri, in which
it is said:

Not until we share our strength on a com-
mon defensive front can we hope to replace
this temptation with a real deterrent to war,

I take it that what the State Depart-
ment is saying is that this treaty is not a
deterrent to war unless arms are added,
to arm the nations of Europe. Is that
the Senator’s understanding of the posi-
tion of the State Department?

Mr. WATKINS. Exactly. Otherwise
there would be no sense in asking for
the treaty. In the document entitled
“Foreign Affairs Outlines—Building the
Peace,” prepared by the Department of
State in the spring of 1949, it is stated:

The military assistance program to be
presented to the Congress by President Tru-
man outlines one of the most effective steps
the United States can take at this time to

preserve international peace and maintain its
own security.

My point is, if the treaty itself, as the
Senator from Michigan has argued, is
a deterrent, and is sufficient, why go to
the expense of rearming Europe? It
seems to me to be nonsense. -

Mr. TAFT. The words which I read
from the publication of the State De-
partment really seem to make the treaty -
an adjunct to the arms program, which
they say should be undertaken regard-
less of the treaty, instead of making the
arms program an adjunct to the treaty.
Does the Senator agree with that analy-
sis of the position of the State Depart-
ment?

Mr, WATKINS. We have done a great
many things for Europe under the ECA,
Now, under this type of agreement, we
can begin to funnel more help to Europe.
The European nations may say, “We need
money.” That may be what we are to
give them under this program, because
money might be more effective than any-
thing else under the present circum-
stances.

Mr. TAFT. Has the Senator any idea
what the cost of the military operation
may be, if it is involved in the treaty?

Mr. WATKINS. All I know is what
has been presented through Mr. John-
son, the Secretary of Defense, and
through Gen. Omar Bradley. In the



1949

same document to which I have just
called attention, we find the following:

In brief, these things will be recommanded
in the military-assistance pr

That all projects of United Stat.es military
ald be brought together in one program.

That a single appropriation be made to
cover the costs of the entire military-aid pro-
gram (for the fizcal year 1950, these amounts
would be about $1,130,000,000 for the North
Atlantic Pact countries and about $320,000,-
000 for Greece and Turkey and certain other
nations whose security is important to the
United States, making a total of about
$1,450,000,000) .

In quizzing Secretary Johnson and
General Bradley on this subject, we have
developed these facts: The $1,130,000,000
is for the purpose of getting the material,
the armament which we have in storage,
in reserve, and as surplus, prepared and
shipped to those countries. That does
not cover the cost of the armament which
we are to send. It is only for getting it
over there, getting it ready, and putting
it in shape to be used. The recondition-
ing of the equipment represents about
15 percent of the entire cost. The Sen-
ator inquired about the over-all cost. 1
have done a little calculating. Between
10 and 15 percent of that amount repre-
sents the value of the arms we are going
to send. That would mean a total over-
all cost of six or seven times that amount.

Mr, TAFT, That is only for the first
year.

Mr. WATKINS.
first year.

Mr. TAFT. Let me read to the Sena-
tor this analysis from the same State
Department document. I read from
page 2:

The free countries of western Europe must
be encouraged by our actions to continue
their efforts toward recovery. They do not
have the resources to develop adequate de-
fense forces by thelr own eflforts within a
reasonable time. Their will to resist and
their ability mutually to defend themselves
must be strengthened. They must be en-
couraged and assisted to build up their
:f;?f” forces through self-help and mutual

Apparently that is interpreted to mean
arms, under article 3 of the treaty—
to a point where aggression cannot take
place, either through internal disorders in-
spired from outside sources or under the
guise of border incidents.

Does not the Senator think it would
cost billions of dollars to carry out any
such program, to encourage and assist
them to build their defense forces to the
point where aggression cannot take
place?

Mr. WATKINS. I understand that
that is the purpose of the treaty. I
think it would require billions to put
them in that position. It is planned to
send them billions, as a matter of fact.
We are to be asked to put up $1,130,000,-
000 in money appropriations. That is to
be used to ship billions of dollars worth
of armaments, If we are to have an
overwhelming force to meet head-on any
attempt by an aggressor, that force will
have to be built, because it is not now in
existence.

Mr. LODGE.
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

That is only for the

Mr. President, will the
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Mr. LODGE. As I understood the
able Senator from Ohio, he referred
solely to the building up of a force that
could resist aggression in a very limited
sense, either through internal disorders
stimulated from outside or a border inci-
dent. I did not understand the Senator
from Ohio to imply that there was any
plan to build up such a force as could
take on a major aggression from a great
power.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr, TAFT. Is not the Senator’s im-
pression of this entire document that we
are committing ourselves to building up
the defenses to a point where those na-
tions would be absolutely able, without
question, to resist aggression from Rus-
sia, for example?

Mr. WATKINS. That is my impres-
sion of this document. I think that was
the purpose of the State Department in
the beginning. It wanted to present this
program as a part of the treaty. Then
it ran into difficulty. Public sentiment
apparently would not stand for that, so
the Department was led by its advisers
in the Senate to take another tack, an-
other line of action. It was decided that
“If we bring the two programs together,
it cannot be done. We will divide them,
and give them one dose at a time.”

“Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. CAIN. If the Senator is correct
in his assumption that a vote for the
treaty is a commitment to vote for im-
plementation of the treaty, can the Sen-
ator explain why the Senate is not pres-
ently discussing both subjects at the same
time, in order that we might know what
are to be the ultimate costs and commit-
ments under the treaty?

Mr. WATKINS. I think it is a matter
of strategy. I think the proponents of
the freaty feel that they will have diffi-
culty getting it ratified if they bring in
with it the arms-implementation pro-
posals which they originally intended to
bring in with the treaty. So I think they
have postponed presenting to the Senate
the arms bill, which they agreed with the
representatives of the other signatory
countries they would present to the Con-
gress. I understand that bill is on the
way. The committee already has con-
sidered it, I understand.

I do not see how we can discuss this
treaty and all it means, without discuss-
ing the arms implementation. That pro-
gram necessarily grows out of the treaty
and is a part of the general purpose of
the treaty. I think it is idle to say that
“We mean what we say and say what we
mean” and yet not discuss the arms-im-
plementation proposals.

Mr, CAIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. CAIN. If I correctly understood
the Senator, he said that in his opinion
the suggested initial cost to implement
the treaty is something in excess of a
billion dollars.

Mr. WATEKINS. Yes; $1,130,000,000.

Mr. CAIN. And I understood the Sen-
ator from Utah to say that that money
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would be used to transport and distribute
the surplus arms and materials now in
this country.

As against that feeling on the part of
the Senator from Utah, has he any ob-
servation to make with respect to the
approximate cost of designing and con-
structing those armaments, over and
above the cost of distributing and trans-
porting them?

Mr. WATEKINS. The program an-
nounced by General Bradley and, I think,
by Secretary Johnson is, in effect—I can-
not quote them exactly—that we intend
to send to these countries armaments
that now are in surplus and in reserve in
the United States. As I recall, $150,000,-
000 is proposed to be sent for raw mate-
rials which those countries can use, but
the rest of the money is to be used to
transport and ship the equipment which
we already have,

I think the record will show that the
figure mentioned represents approxi-
mately 10 or 15 percent of the original
cost of the armaments. So, simply by
multiplying, we can arrive at the total
cost, for we know that $1,130,000,000 is
approximately 10 or 15 percent of the
original cost. So we can figure what the
total cost will be.

I have seen that statement published
several times, and I have not heard of
any statement by the Defense Depart-
ment that those figures are not correct.
In fact, I got that information from the
committee hearings. It is in the record,
and I can quote the exact language.

Mr. CAIN., I wish to be in a position
to disagree with the Senator from Utah
in his assumption that a vote for the
treaty is a commitment to vote for an
implementation of the treaty. I am
strongly inclined to support the treaty,
while reserving the right to be in com-
plete opposition to the implementation.

I am grateful to the Senafor for his
observations in regard to what the State
Department’s proposed implementation
will cost the American people.

Mr. WATKINS. I may say to the Sen-
ator—I do not wish to be personal about
this matter—that for many years it was
my work to interpret contracts. If this
treaty does not make a commitment to
provide military assistance, if it does not
amount to almost a blank check, in a
way, then I have never seen g contract or
agreement that was a commitment. It
seems to me there can be no doubt that
this treaty is a commitment of that sort.

Of course, the chairman of the com-
mittee and the ranking minority member
of the committee assure us that the
treaty involves no commitment. Never-
theless, I wish to say that the committee
did not draft the treaty. The treaty was
drafted by our State Department and
the representatives of the other partici-
pating nations. So I say that what they
think the treaty means is of more im-
portance than the opinion the committee
has regarding the treaty.

Mr, CAIN, I have said that I should
like to be able to find myself able to disa-
gree with the position the distinguished
Senator from Utah takes regarding this
matter. However, I do not yet find my-
self in that position, and it is for that
reason that I have been listening to the
debate this afternoon.
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Mr. WATKINS. Of course, the Sena-
tor is wholly within his rights in disa-
greeing with me.

I think the strategy used by the com-
mittee and those proposing or favoring
the treaty was more or less wise. First,
they intended to combine the treaty with
the arms implementation legislation, but
they found the reaction to that proposal
was not so good. So they decided to
present a little bit at a time.

But after the treaty is ratified, they
will say, “Now we have joined the gang
and have made the alliance, and now the
other fellow is reacting. If we do not
help our friends get ready, there will be
a fight which we may not win.”

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. CCNNALLY. A moment ago the
Senator from Utah referred to the
Foreign Relations Committee, and I be-
lieve he said the committee did not write
the treaty. Of course, Mr, President, the
Foreign Relations Committee does not
pretend to have written all the treaty,
because 12 nations are signatory to the
treaty and representatives of the 12 na-
tions had to sign it.

But the Foreign Relations Committee
did do this: We had the Secretary of
State before us on two occasions, as I
recall, and went over the entire matter.
The committee did not have this draft of
the treaty before it. The final draft was
not the draft which was first submitted.

The Foreign Relations Committee was
able to change the language of the treaty
in many places. The State Department
not only conferred with the full com-
mittee, but also with several of the rank-
ing members of the committee, and con-
ferred with them a number of times. In
several respects, the language of the
treaty was changed after the full com-
mittee meeting.

For instance, I point out, as an evi-
dence of that fact, the language which
provides that each of the parties to the
treaty shall take “such action as it deems
necessary”.

Those identical words were submitted
by a member of the Foreign Relations
Committee. They were accepted by the
State Department and the Secretary of
State, and they were accepted by the
representatives of all the other nations
that signed the treaty. I simply cite that
as one instance,

I see the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. LopGe] now present in the Chamber.
I think he will confirm what I have said
about the participation of the Foreign
Relations Committee in the writing of
this treaty. We were meticulous in un-
dertaking -to protect the rights of the
Government of the United States.

Of course, we could not dictate every
particular provision; but on the whole
I think the committee gave most care-
ful attention to the treaty and did what
it thought was just and proper to pro-
tect the rights of the United States
Government.

I thank the Senator from Utah for
yielding.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
should like to observe, as I stated a few
moments ago, that I think one of the
real tests of whether the treaty does

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

contain a commitment can be pointed
up by means of the presentation of a
reservation which I think I shall pro-
pose. If the freaty does not contain
a commitment, then I think a reserva-
tion to that effect should be accepted
by the Foreign Relations Committee and
by the Senate; but if they will not ac-
cept if, that will mean only one thing,
to my mind, namely, that there is a
commitment.

Mr. MALONE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WATKINS. 1 yield.

Mr. MALONE. As a preface to my
question, I should like to make a brief
review for a moment, and to point out
that all the discussion that has oc-
curred on the floor of the Senate in the
last 3 or 4 days has been to the effect
that we are organizing against Russia,
and that that is what the North Atlantic
Pact is for. Of course, to someone used
to straight-forward language, and to
people who—as the distinguished Sena-
tor from Utah has said—say what they
mean and mean what they say, there
can be no doubt but that the arms pro-
gram is being run tandem with the pact
itself. It is simply delayed to lessen the
impact on the American people. In
other words, it is a definite part of it,
just the same as gasoline for an auto-
mobile. As I called attention a while
ago—and I think it is necessary to re-
fer to it again, in view of the recent
statement—that in 1942 and 1944 both
England and France made with Russia
nonaggression pacts, as they call them,
almost identical with the pact they
are now making with us. Iread the lan-
guage of the nonaggression pacts into
the REcorp, and they will be there for
all to see. Those pacts are still in effect.
There has been no move to renounce
them except to say that they do not
mean what they say; which, as the
junior Senator from Utah has pointed
out, they can very easily say about the
North Atlantic Pact, when the time
comes,

Mr. WATKINS. I may say to the
Senator, it could be interpreted to mean
nearly anything the Executive wants it
to mean, and that the other nations
want it to mean. It can fit nearly every
situation that can be devised, if the in-
terpretation of it is left to them in the
future.

Mr. MALONE. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Utah. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. On March 17, 1948, the
President of the United States, in an
address, mentioned the North Atlantic
Pact, from which address I quote the
following excerpt:

If I may use an understatement, the sense
of insecurity prevalent in western Europe is
not a figment of the imagination. It has
come about through the conduct of the
Soviet Union.

In other words, the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Michi-
gan, who is the minority leader on the
Foreign Relations Committee today, and
the President of the United States, have
already emphasized that Soviet Russia as
the one we are trying to subdue; the one
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we are getting ready to fight. There is
then no question about the violation of
the nonaggression pact that England and
France signed with Russia, when they
say in such pacts with Russia that—

The high-contracting parties undertake
not to conclude any alliance and not to take
part in any coalition directed against either
of the high-contracting parties.

I will now ask the Senator from Utah
whether he is familiar with the dispatch
this morning in the Wall Street Journal
headed “Britain hints it hopes to build
trading bloc with soft-currency nations
to shut out others.” AndImay add “in-
cluding the United States,” which is very
plain from reading the body of the dis-
patch. Isthe Senator familiar with that
dispatch?

Mr. WATKINS. I am, since the Sen-
ator called it to my attention.

Mr. MALONE. MTr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. I call the Senator's
attention, as a preface to the next ques-
tion, to the fact that we have, during the
past 3 or 4 years subsequent to World
War II, established very definite military
spheres of influence between Russia and
the United States. We started in a grand
style at San Francisco. I attended that
conference as an observer. We started
by saying there were five major nations.
Of course, most of us at the time said
there were not five, there were buf two,
Russia and the United States, and that
has proved to be the case. We have those
definite military spheres. Everyone de-
nied it for 2 or 3 years, of course, as they
are now denying the real meaning and
effect of the North Atlantic Pact. Is the
Senator familiar then with the fact that
our military sphere of influence, which is
very clear-cut, shutting out the iron cur-
tain countries, shutting in the 16 nations
of Europe and other areas throughout the
world; however, since Russia and the
“agrarian Communists” took over China
and are headed toward the rest of Asia
perhaps our military sphere of influence
is trimmed down to a considerable extent,
but it is recognized that there are two
definite military spheres of influence.
Is the Senator familiar with the fact that
our sphere of influence is being divided
into four economic blocs? First, of
course, we have our own; the dollar area.

Mr. WATKINS. If I may inquire of
the Senator, does the Senator mean un-
der this recent development?

Mr,. MALONE. Under this recent de-
velopment.

Mr., WATKINS. I am not familiar
with this development.

Mr. MALONE. It is not so recent. It
has been going on now for some time.
In other words, we have the dollar area,
confined entirely to the United States
proper, and, to a certain extent, Canada,
which is also under the influence of the
sterling bloc; then we have the sterling
bloc comprising 57 countries and entities.
Those countries were named in the ECA
debate. The junior Senator from Nevada
submitted the list for the REcorp at that
time. There is also the French franc
economic bloe, including New Cale-
donia, Morocco, French West Africa, In-
do-china, and certain other areas. There
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is also the Belgian franc area, that in-
cludes the Belgian Congo, and the Hol-
land guilder area, which includes Indo-
nesia and certain other areas. But the
main economic bloe is the sterling bloe,
which has slowly encroached upon the
dollar area, until it is now about ready to
spring the trap and restrict the dollar
area trading.

I will read the first two paragraphs, if
the Senator will permit me, of the Lon-
don dispatch.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Utah yielded for a question.
Does the Senator from Nevada have a
question to address to the Senator?

Mr. MALONE, If the Senator will
yield for a question——

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. Thisisa preface to the
question:

Harold Wilson, president of the board, gave
& strong hint yesterday that Britain hopes to
build a trading bloc among the soft-currency
countries.

This is not new; it is simply now com-
ing out into the open.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr, President——

Mr. MALONE., He—Mr. Wilson—
headed this declaration with the state-
ment that so many conditions lend sup-
port to reports from Washington, that in
order to protect the wobbly pound ster-
ling, Great Britain is planning a British-
controlled trading bloc that would shut
the United States dollar out of much
world trade.

I ask the distinguished Senator from
Utah whether he is familiar with the fact
that this is exactly what has now hap-
pened; “bloc” means of course that the
money they have in the British pound
can be expended in the sterling area
only. Is the Senator familiar with the
fact, that we are being slowly blocked
out of the markets in our own military
sphere of influence?

Mr, WATKINS. I thank the Senator
for the information. I was not thor-
cughly familiar with that. I think it is
8 very interesting point to have raised.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, if the
Benator will yield further for one obser-
vation and a question——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Benator from Utah yield to the Senator
from Nevada for a question?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield for a question.

Mr. MALONE., As a preface to that,
it is the opinion of the junior Senator
from Nevada that this is one other part
of the four economic areas that we have
already tied together; the first, the tri-
partite free-trade program of the State
Department, promulgated by the State
Department. As stated explicitly by
Willard Thorp before the Ways and
Means Committee of the House, the ECA
program is the first part of the tripartite
program, in my language, making up the
trade balance deficits of each of the Eu-
ropean countries in cash—our chief ex-
ports, in cash.

Then, there is the 1934 Trade Agree-
ments Act. Mr. Willard Thorp called
that a second part of the program,
whereby the tariffs and the import fees
have been lowered below any effective
floor under wages, and below any effec-
tive protection of the working men and
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the industries of America, The State
Department using the 1934 Trade Agree-
ments Act as a basis has adopted a selec-
tive free-trade policy, on the theory
that the more we divide the markets of
this Nation with the other nations of
the world, the less their annual trade
balance deficit will be. Then comes the
International Trade Organization com-
prising 58 nations with 58 votes, to which
we assign all of our right to fix our tariffs
and import fees—we have the same vote
as Siam—and this organization will meet
once each year and divide up what is
left of our markets. There is then the
great “bold new program,” under which
we are to guarantee the investments of
the manufacturers and processors in
Europe, Asia, and Africa; serve the
markets that were supposed to be opened
to us under the Marshall plan; and uan-
der the free-trade arrangements, to ship
the products of the low-cost labor into
the United States, displacing American
workingmen. And now comes the North
Atlantic Pact, which in effect guarantees
the integrity of the colonial system, fur-
nishing the arms to the empire-minded
nations so they can use them to retain
the slave labor in Indonesia, the Malayan
States (Singapore), Indochina, and the
African States.

Is it the Senator’s opinion that after
we have done all this and have com-
mitted this Nation to send arms, as the
Senator has so ably described, that they
will reduce their own appropriations for
their own defense, and let us take over
the responsibility to furnish the defense
set-up for them?

Mr. WATKINS. I think it would be
a strong temptation to them, if they had
someone who was willing to take care
of defense and furnish them with arms,
to use their own money for some other
purpose and let the good friend carry the
load as long as he was willing to do it.
That would be the human-nature side
of it.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another question?

Mr. WATKINS, I yield.

Mr. MALONE. Is it not implied in
the very actions of the nations when
their representatives were signing the
pact, when each of them almost immedi-
ately inquired when the arms and addi-
tional assistance would start rolling over
there, that we were committing this
Nation to do the job.

Mr. WATKINS. I should like to call
the Senator’s attention to a statement
made before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee by General Bradley regarding the
relationship of the treaty to the military-
assistance program, which may aid in
answering that question. It is found on
page 322 of part 1 of the hearings before
the Foreign Relations Committee of the
Senate.

This is the question I asked General
Bradley:

Senator WarrInNs. As I understand it, from
what has been given to the Foreign Relations
Committee of the Senate, it has been an-
nounced that we are going to give them
£1,100,000,000 in help of some kind, most of
which ig, as I understand it, to be In equip-
ment. -

General Braprey. As I undertsand it, that
is military aid aside from this particular
ratification of this pact.
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Senator Warkins. It all has to do with it.
It gets its genesis, its beginning, and its au-
thortly to some extent, from this pact.

General BrapLEY. I think it is a natural
sequence to this,

SBenator WATEINS. Then we should get
some light on it. We should not take this
piecemeal. In other words, the Senate itself
has to know what the over-all picture is,
it has to know pretty much the same facts
that you know in making up your mind and
Judgment.

We cannot just take one segment and say
take the treaty today, and we will talk about
the arms tomorrow, or some other day, and
give you that information. We ought to
have, do you not think, in order to make an
intelligent decision and to give intelligent
advice to the President, substantially the
same facts before us that you have and that
the President has or that the Secretary of
State has, in order to make up their minds?

General BRADLEY, I believe the Secretary
of State has outlined the program as far as
the State Department is concerned, in that
this ratification of this pact would be fol-
lowed by a request from the State Depart-
ment for the third step—some military aid.
And I believe he has indicated to you
that that military aid to these particular
nations for the first year, which he would
submit to you, would be in the nature of
$1,100,000,000.

Bo that that 1s a sequence which I believe
the State Department would follow if you
ratify this pact. Then he would follow with
that request for this aid.

In other words, it is conditioned on the -
ratification of the pact.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL., Would the Senator
read into the REcorp that expression be-
ginning with “if"?

Mr. WATKINS. Ishall read the whole
sentence:

So that that is a sequence which I believe
the State Department would follow if you
ratify this pact. Then he would follow with
titat request for this aid.

In other words, on condition that the
pact is ratified, then he would come in
with this request; otherwise not.

Mr. MALONE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. First, I should like to
compliment the Senator on his ably de-
livered address. I believe he has done
the Senate a great favor in bringing out
the fact that the $1,100,000,000 estimated
as the first year's cost would simply be
used for preparation of shipments and
for freight. That it was approximately
15 percent of the total; in other words,
approximately $7,000,000,000 altogether
would be the amount needed the first
year. Am I correct in my computation?

Mr, WATKINS. It would be some-
where in that neighborhood.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to clear
up a matter of interpretation of the testi-
mony of the Secretary of State and also
the statement of the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee
and of the able minority member [Mr.
VaANDENBERG]. I think I interrupted the
Benator in his speech, first, by saying
that the language which bothered me
was in article 3. I should like to ask
the Senator if he has before him the
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hearings before the Foreign Relations
Committee,

Mr. WATKINS. I have volume I.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent, inasmuch as the
Senator from Utah does not have the
complete hearings before him, that I
may read this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, consent is granted.

Mr. WHERRY. In my opinion, the
controlling basis for this treaty goes back
to the important witnesses, especially the
chairman of the committee and the rank-
ing minority member.

The Secretary of State is testifying,
and the chairman asks him a question:

Is there anything in the treaty itself that
binds the United States even to adopt the
_ military program? I mean explicitly.

Mr. WHERRY. Secretary Acheson
said:

Yes, sir. That question is one which it
would be pleasant if one could answer “Yes”
or “No.” I think it requires a very clear
understanding.

I commented on that a while ago when
I asked the Senator the first question
in regard to his speech. I am going back
to it because I want to clarify it.

Here is the further answer of the Sec-

- retary:

There s something in the treaty which re-
quires each Member of the Senate, if you
ratify this treaty, when he comes to vote on
the military-assistance program, to exercise
his judgment less freely than he would have
exercised 1t if it had not been for this treaty.

Was the Senator from Utah present
when the Secretary was testifying at
that point?

Mr. WATKINS. I am not certain, I
think I was not present when he gave
his direct statement. We did not re-
ceive our invitations until later in the
day. =

Mr. WHERRY. What is the Senator’s
interpretation of that observation? If
we sign the pact, that restricts or limits
or requires each Member of the Sen-
ate, when he comes to vote on the mili-
tary-assistance program, to exercise his
judgment less freely. If the pact is sepa-
rate and entirely distincet from the arms
part of it, what is to prevent a Senator
from exercising his own best judgment?
If that point can be cleared up, I shall be
. very glad, because my decision in the
matter depends upon its clarification.

Mr, WATKINS. I think he means
that a Senator who votes for the pact is
not entirely free to vote against imple-
mentation. I would also say that that is
diplomatic language for saying we are
committed, without actually saying so
in words.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator
for that observation.

I want to address another question to
him, and then I shall be through. The
chairman asked the Secretary other
questions regarding mutual aid and as-
sistance, and finally we come to the last
statement of the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee:

I wanted to make that clear, if I might,
because some Senators seem to be bothered
with that question.
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That is the question of whether voting
for the pact also commits one to vote for
arms implementation.

It seems to me that when we treat these
two instruments separately each Senator is
under the duty of searching his own con-
science and his own mind as to whether or
not the provisions of any particular measure
come within the obligations which we will
assume when we ratify the treaty. There
might be a wide divergence of view in some
Senator’s mind as to whether it was neces-
sary to adopt any particular measure to meet
the general clause of mutual assistance.
There might be mutual assistance in other
ways besides armed force. So that is your
answer on that.

That was the statement of the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee.

What mutual assistance could possibly
be in the mind of the chairman, in view
of the fact that the Secretary of State is
now asking for armed assistance? What
could a Senator vote for in the pact that
would not require mutual aid in the way
of armed services?

I think the Senator knows that in the
House an arms-implementation bill has
already been reported and given priority.

I am asking, If a Senator voted for the

pact and did not intend to vote for arms,
what mutual aid would we be extending
to these countries which would serve the
purpose and effect for which we are asked
to sign the paect?

Mr. WATKINS. I cannot think of
any. We might send them a greeting
card, but it would not be much more
than that. What they need is guns,
planes, tanks, ammunition, and what-
ever it takes to defend themselves.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Utah yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield for a question.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
know of anything which obligates a
Member of the Senate to vote a particu-
lar way upon any resolution? I ask that
sincerely, because of the question before
us. It seems to me that when we treat
these two instruments separately each
Senator is under the duty of searching
his own conscience and his own mind to
determine whether or not the provisions
of any particular measure come within
the obligations resting on him, Let us
assume that we ratify the treaty. There
might be a wide divergence of views in
the minds of some Senators as to whether
it was necessary to adopt any particular
measure to meet the general clause pro-
viding for mutual assistance. There
might be mutual assistance in other ways
than by armed force.

The Senator from Nebraska, in con-
nection with that, read this language of
the Secretary:

There i1s something in the treaty which
requires each Member of the Senate, if you
ratify this treaty, when he comes to vote on
the military assistance program, to exercise
his judgment less freely than he would have
exercised it if it had not been for this treaty.

Coming back to my first question, a
Senator has a free choice to vote upon
each legislative matter as his conscience
dictates. Is not that true?

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; unless he has

made a commitment along the line that

binds him to do something else.
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Mr. FERGUSON. How would the
Senator expect that a Senator could
along the line bind himself to do some-
thing else? I am trying to ascertain
whether each vote is not a vote of a Sen-
ator’s conscience.

Mr. WATKINS. He may not do it in
good conscience. After all, he may say,
“This is a question for my conscience and
even if I vote to ratify this treaty, I have
an obligation"—the Senator will note
that the word “obligation” is used. If it
creates an obligation, in spite of the
fact that I voted for it, I am still a Sena-
tor, and I do not have to vote for any of
these things, and I am going to exercise
my righi to say “No.” Isay he has alegal
right to turn down any propesal, even
after he voted to create it. But that is
not what we are talking about.

Mr. FERGUSON. Consistency may
cause a Senator to feel compelled. to vote
in a certain way, but he still would be
able to vote for this pact and vote against
any armament under it. Is not that
correct?

Mr. WATKINS. In my humble opin-
ion, he could not do it without stultify-
ing himself.

Mr. FERGUSON, The Senator enter-
tains that opinion on the basis of con-
sistency?

Mr, WATKINS. No. I say a legal
obligation is created by the vote cast.

Mr. FERGUSON. How can there be
created in the case of a Member of the
Senate a legal obligation to vote in a cer-
tain way?

Mr. WATKINS. Ithink what the Sec-
retary was driving at was not merely a
question of a Senator’s own conscience,
but whether or not the Government of
the United States was committed to any
particular line of action by reason of this
treaty. It is not simply a question of
getting down into some Senator’'s con-
science. That may have been a specific
question at one time, but the whole ques-
tion was whether or not we were com-
mitted to anything, and I feel that if my
country is committed to anything, and I
have helped make the commitment, I am
at least morally bound to go on through
with the program.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
feel that this treaty binds the United
States to furnish a certain amount of
military equipment?

Mr. WATKINS. Not a certain
amount, but it requires the United States
to give some military equipment. Il we
are to aid, this is an arms pact, there is
no doubt about it.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
feel that it would not be possible to arm
or provide for our national defense and
do it for a less number of dollars under
the pact than before we signed the pact,
even though we did put part of the equip-
ment in the hands of those who signed
the pact with us?

Mr, WATKINS.
probable.

Mr. FERGUSON. Why not probable?

Mr. WATKINS. Because I cannot
conceive of our helping ourselves by
sending equipment to the countries in
Europe which later may fall into the
hands of an enemy.

It is possible, but not



1949

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sena-
tor feel that if we arm, and do it under
an over-all strategy, we will not put one
dollar's worth of equipment anywhere,
either with or without this treaty, that
we would not put there because we
thought it strategic, rather than because
of the signing of the treaty?

Mr. WATKINS. Mr, President, I do
not know that I get the purport of the
Senator’s question.

Mr. FERGUSON. I will change it a
little. I assume that the United States
military authorities are going to plan our
defense so that it will be the best defense
possible. Is not that correct?

Mr. WATKINS. I hope they will.

Mr. FERGUSON. And if we sign the
treaty, that will not of necessity require
them to make our defense plans different
from what they would be without it. It
may give them opportunities to make
them different, but it would not require
them to make them differ more than was
dictated by good strategy.

Mr. WATKINS. Ithink probably that
by signing the pact there will be opened
to them foreign air fields they would not
have otherwise, which they could not
plan on. I think it has certain advan-
tages from the standpoint of the strategy
of a purely military man, I think it has
possible advantages in planning the de-
fense of a certain area.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sena-
tor feel that the question of candor or of
open determination has something to do
with the fact we should sign this treaty
so that the world wouid know where we
stood on the question of aggression?

Mr. WATKINS. I do not think we
have to sign the treaty to let the world
know where we stand on aggression. We
have been showing that by our deeds in
a much stronger way than by our words.
We have been appropriating billions of
dollars to help people in foreign coun=-
tries. We have twice come through with
a Greek-Turkish loan. We have grant-
ed billions of dollars under ECA, and
have spoken time and time again through
the President, the Secretary of State, and
through the Congress itself. In addition,
we fought two wars against aggression.
I think the people of other nations know
where we stand on the question of ag-
gression.

Mr. FERGUSON. Can the Senator
find any place in America’s foreign policy
today where we have in definite terms
announced that we would fight, that we
would actually go to war because there
was an aggression against any foreign
country?

Mr. WATKINS. In the first place, the
State Department does not have any
right to say we would go to war. It is
only Congress that can say we will go
to war. Personally, if it were a matter
of war declaration today with respect to
some countries, if Russia for instance
were attacking one of the small countries
with an all-out attack, I would be ready
to vote for a declaration of war. I do
not know whether I would 5 years from
now or not. It would depend on circum-
stances. I do not know whether I would
15 years from now, or 20 years from now.
I have seen conditions change so rapidly
and competely that it is difficult to look
that far ahead and make a commitment.
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Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
think this treaty changes our foreign
policy in any other way than by putting
it in writing? Does not the Senator
think our foreign policy is today just as it
is laid down in this treaty, except that
under the treaty we declare it in writing,
and sign it, and tell the world what it is?

Mr. WATKINS. We would be putting
ourselves into a mold for 20 years. We
are binding ourselves for 20 years to a
particular policy. As the Senator from
Michigan says, we are in effect making
a bilateral Monroe Doctrine declaration.

Mr. FERGUSON. Is not that correct?

Mr. WATKINS. But is that what we
should do? We have already taken on
the protection of half the world. Are we
so strong, are our resources so great that
we can undertake to defend these Euro-
pean countries against possible enemies?
Can we bind ourselves to that for 20
years? We are, by the treaty, binding
ourselves to go to the defense of the
European countries involved at any time
they are attacked. We are binding our-
selves, not for 1 year, but for 20 years, in
spite of the fact that we do not know
what may occur in the years to come, or
what changes may occur. We do not
know what our foreign policy ought to
be 20 years from now. Maybe the na-
tions we are now undertaking to protect
may be alined in some other way in
years to come. All that is necessary to
do is to call the roll.of former allies to
see where they are now.

Mr. FERGUSON. If the countries
parties to the pact become alined in
some other way, then, under all the terms
of international law, they would have
breached the treaty, and the treaty would
not be binding upon the United States
of America. Is that not true?

Mr. WATKINS. I take it that is true.
Ordinarily we try to observe our agree-
ments, but other countries parties to the
treaty could take actions which we now
cannot foresee, but they could keep us
tied to the agreement.

Had the Senator been present a while
ago he would have heard my statement
with reference to what occurred in the
matter of the violation of freaties after
the League of Nations had been formed.
Certain countries did not abide by article
10 of the League of Nations. They had
agreed to stand by that article, yet they
permitted certain aggressions to take
place. Great Britain, Germany, and
France signed the Treaty of Locarno,
but did not keep that agreement. They
have failed time after time to keep their
agreements.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sen-
ator agree that some permanency of
peace is important to the world?

Mr. WATKINS. Iagree mostheartily.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sena-
tor agree that a nation should be able to
look ahead for a 20-year period and that
its people should have reasonable assur-
rance that the agreement will continue in
force for a period of 20 years? Would
not that in and of itself be of great im-
portance to the peace of the world?

Mr. WATKINS. That is what we
thought when the United Nations Char-
ter was signed.

Where are the nations today who
signed the United Nations Charter? Call
the roll of those nations and it will be
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found where they now are. Russia, Po-
land, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, China,
signed that Charter. Where are they
now?

Mr. FERGUSON, Can the United
States afford to have a temporary foreign
policy, a foreign policy which fluctuates
and changes from day to day? Is it not
well that we put our policy into writing?

Mr. WATKINS. That is exactly what
we have done. But after the mess we
have got into I do not believe we can
afford to gamble on a set policy which in
the light of recent history can be to our
disadvantage.

Mr. FERGUSON. A vacillating for-
eign policy is not good for the world. Will
not the signing of the treaty bring about
a permanency of peace and thus be of
great benefit to all the peoples of the
world?

Mr. WATKINS. The signing of the
treaty will probably bind us, but it prob-
ably will not bind our so-called allies. I
question whether it is wise to take on the
additional load we must carry by reason
of signing the treaty. We must not only
take into consideration the question of
our foreign policy, but we must also con-
sider our domestic policy. We must con-
sider the burdens we now have, and the
burdens we will have in the future.

Mr. FERGUSON. I agree that those
matters are tied closely together. But if
we sign the treaty and the other coun-
tries have signed it, naturally if they
breach the treaty it then is not binding
upon us.

Mr. WATKINS. But what will be the
effect on us if we continue in good faith
to observe the provisions of the treaty,
and other countries signatory to the
treaty leave us at the moment when we
need them most? Suppose, for instance,
the treaty is ratified and that Russia,
contrary to what everyone expects, does
not decide to attack in Europe, but de-
cides to attack in the Pacific area. Let
us say that she has poised on her bor-
ders in Europe some 200 divisions. Then
let us say she begins an attack on Japan
first, with the ultimate objective of get-
ting at the United States, and progresses
with her attack in that direction and
finally decides to attack the mainland of
the United States. Does the Senator
think for a moment that under such cir-
cumstances the people of the countries
of western Europe, who have gone
through two world wars, who have been
occupied by enemy armies, would come
to our defense? How would they re-
spond to a statement from Russia to the
effect, “We are not going to attack you.
Our fight is with the United States. We
will, however, attack you if you move in
the direction of defense of the United
States, but we will not attack you if you
do not come to the rescue of the United
States.” If such a statement were made
by Russia, what would be the result?
The peoples of the countries of western
Europe would never sustain a declara-
tion of war against Russia. So those
countries would not be with us when we
would need them most.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Utah has given a hypothetical case, un-
der the circumstances of which it would
be hard for the western European na-
tions to come to our assistance. If we



9106

were attacked from the Pacific, by way
of Japan, the question is whether the
countries of western Europe would come
to our aid. The Senator has presented
a very plausible hypothetical case.. But
I ask the Senator whether the situation
would be any different if the countries
of western Europe are not parties to the
treaty? Is it not better to have in effect
a treaty to which they are parties? In
such event would it not be more reason-
able to believe that they would come to
our aid in every way they could,

Mr. WATKINS. Ihave already point-
ed out that Britain did not back up
France when Germany moved in on the
Rhine. And she has failed in nearly
every one of her agreements.

Mr. FERGUSON. Self-interest is, of
course, involved in foreign policy.

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; and when Rus-
sia has 200 divisions poised on the bor-
ders of the western European coun-
tries, the same thing will happen. As a
matter of fact, the United States in that
event will be worse off, because we will
have sent to Europe, in the meantime,
billions and billions of dollars worth of
equipment, equipment we should then
probably need at home. So we will be
obliged to spend more money to build
armament. That is no idle theory.

Let me call the Senator’s attention to
the fact that during World War II we
sent so-called surplus, obsolete equip-
ment to Great Britain, when she was in
a tough situation, following the fall of
France. It was referred to as a sort of
second-hand equipment. We remem-
ber how it was glossed over. But when
Japan struck in Hawaii, our people be-
came almost panic-stricken because we
did not have enough guns and ammuni-
tion to fight a 1-day battle, let alone to
fight for a month. That was because
we had sent it all overseas previously.

Mr. FERGUSON. That was a mat-
ter of strategy.

Mr. WATEKINS. A matter of strat-
egy? It was a matter of not having the
guns and the tanks and the ammunition
with which to fight a war. If Japan had
known our real situation she could have
moved in on us more rapidly.

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that
the powers-that-be decided that it was
better for our defense to do what we did?

Mr. WATEKINS. We were not in the
war.

Mr. FERGUSON. We were not in it,
but we were preparing for it, were we
not?

Mr. WATKINS. I do not know
whether we were preparing for it or
not. The President said he was not
going to go into if, and he said that
he was keeping us out of it. That was
his pretense all the time.

Mr. FERGUSON. Is the Senator
familiar with the meetings held by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff of Britain and
America? Is the Senator familiar with
the meeting at which the Atlantic Char-
ter was released?

Mr. WATKINS. What I am speaking
of occurred a long time after that. The
Senator is speaking of the time we got
into the war.

Mr. FERGUSON. No, no; prior
thereto, Does the Senator realize that
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we had prepared an army to go to the
Azores to take the Azores?

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
mean prior to the time Japan struck?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. Without any au-
thorization by the Congress?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. Then, I would say
that the President of the United States
had violated his constitutional oath.

Mr. FERGUSON. If the Senator will
read the testimony tfaken during the
Pear]l Harbor hearings, he will find that
to be true.

Mr. WATEKINS, I will admit that the
President of the United States at that
time was doing many things that were
contrary to the Constitution, that were
illegal. The question will be answered
finally when history is written whether
the President then did what he should
have done under all the circumstances;
whether the President did the right
thing for his country. He did many
things at Yalta, at Tehran, and at other
places we did not then know about.

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not care to go
into a discussion of that particular sub-
ject at the present time. I am sincere
in my questions. My purpose is to find
whether we can develop that it is possible
for America to look ahead and, even
though it may require 20 years, try to
establish something that will represent a
sincere attempt to keep the peace for at
least that long a period. The one thing,
as I see it today, which is most apt to
bring about peace in the world, is our
adherence to the North Atlantic Pact.
By doing so we would be candidly and
openly laying down in black and white
exactly what we mean, and saying what
we mean, which is that we want to have
certain areas of the world kept free from
aggression on the part of anyone, for the
next 20 years. If we can keep them free,
we shall have peace for 20 years.

Mr. WATKINS. We have been argu-
ing all afternoon as to what is meant by
the various articles. Even the friends
of the treaty are in disagreement at the
present moment as to what they mean.
So it is difficult to say that we mean
what we say and say what we mean,
when we cannot find out what is meant.
I could show the Senator contradiction
after contradiction in the testimony and
statements of proponents of the treaty,
as to what it means; also contradictory
actions by those who negotiated the
treaty.

Mr, President, I have been speaking
for more than 3 hours. I am becoming
a trifle weary. I should like to conclude.
Most of the material which I had in-
tended to cover has been brought out by
questions.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a brief series of
questions?

Mr. WATKINS. 1 yield.

Mr. BALDWIN. First, I should like
to ask the Senator whether or not he
believes that the Congress and the Gov-
ernment should take every positive ac-
tion it can to bring about a strengthen-
ing of the United Nations.

Mr. WATKINS. I should like to see
that done, even though I think the diffi-
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culty with the United Nations is the
fact that it is built on nations some
of whom are not peace loving, but who
are aggressive and will not support the
program. We cannot get anywhere so
long as we have that kind of situation.
That is what has split the world into
two camps; and this treaty is only formal
recognition of that division.

Mr. BALDWIN. The Senator does
not mean, does he, that if there is a part
of the world which does not believe in
strengthening the United Nations Char-
ter, we should give it up entirely?

Mr. WATKINS. No. I am willing to
go along. I have voted for practically
all the European programs up to date,
including the ECA, and on two occa-
sions the Greek-Turkish loans. This is
the first time I have questioned the de-
cisions. Previously there did not seem
to be anything else to do. Here we are
asked to choose between a policy which
has been in effect for more than 150
years, and which has made us a great
Nation, and a policy calling for some
definite, positive alliance with other na-
tions. Of course, the burden is on those
who want to establish that kind of pro-
gram to show that it is a better program
than the one we now have.

Mr. BALDWIN. Ifthe Senator agrees
with me that we should take every step
possible to strengthen the United Na-
tions, and if he also agrees with me that
we should not necessarily abandon it
merely because not every member of the
United Nations is in agreement, then
would not the Senator agree with me
that we should continue to explore that
particular situation? I should like to
recall—

Mr. WATKINS. Let me answer the
first question before the Senator pro-
ceeds to another question. I should say
yes; let us do all the exploring we can.

Mr. BALDWIN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator recalls that in the Eightieth Con-
gress, on July 9, 1947, a group of Sena-
tors collaborating with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] submitted
Senate Concurrent Resolution 23. It is
very brief, and I shall read it:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress of the United States that
permanent world peace can and will be
achieved through the United Nations and to
that purpose we believe that action should
be taken under the provisions of the Char-
ter of the United Nations to propose and
adopt amendments and revisions that will
strengthen the United Nations as an instru-
ment to prevent war and maintain world
peace.

Does the Senator recall that resolu-
tion?

Mr. WATKINS. I remember it very
well. I remember having some discus-
sion with the distinguished Senators who
sponsored it.

Mr. BALDWIN. The junior Senator
from Connecticut recalls discussing it
at that time with the distinguished
junior Senator from Utah.

I ask the Senator from Utah if he re-
calls a resolution which was submitted
in the second session of the Eightieth
Congress, namely, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 50, sponsored by the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. FErcuson] and other
Senators,
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Mr. WATKINS. I recall it.

Mr. BALDWIN. I should like to call
attention to certain portions of that con-
current resolution, which was rather
comprehensive. I read briefly from the
concurrent resolution:

Whereas civilization itself is threatened by
the atomic cloud now hanging over the world,
and by the back-breaking load of an arma-
ment race leading to a terrifying third world
war; and

Whereas the maintenance of international
peace and security demand affirmative action
now by all the nations of the world seeking
peace, so that the mutual suspicion and fear
now driving the world into opposite mill-
tary camps may be replaced by mutual confi-
dence in a United Nations strong® enough to
guarantee any member nation, however large
or small, and whatever its form of govern-
ment, against armed viclence by any other
nation; and

Whereas the Congress favors the revision
of the United Nations Charter so that its
existing defects, demonstrated by experience,
shall be removed, and the United Nations
Organization shall be able to fulfill its stated
mission as the principal and most effective
instrument for world peace; and

Whereas the revision of the United Nations
Charter should be undertaken or supported
by the United States Government without
delay and in a manner that shall most effec-
tively parallel and integrate the measures for
world economic recovery already undertaken
or yet to be undertaken by the Congress of
the United States: Therefore be it
| Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the President
is authorized and requested to initiate such
measures as will carry out without delay the
policies hereinabove enunciated, being guided
by such principles as he may deem advisable,
including the following:
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(2) The revision of the United Nations
Charter shall be carrled out with the ap-
proval of all member states if possible; but
in the event that any permanent member
states should veto the proposals for revision,
the United States shall join with other like-
minded states in accordance with applicable
provisions of the United Natlons Charter or in
any other manner acceptable to the majority
of member states, in establishing, on the
basis of a revised United Nations Charter, a
more effective international organization for
mutual defense without the participation of
the abstaining state or states.

That concurrent resolution was sub-
mitted in the Senate on April 12, 1948,
and referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. Does not the Senator
recall that the Committee on Foreign
Relations subsequently reported the so-
called Vandenberg resolution, Senate
resolution 239?

Mr, WATEKINS.
well.

Mr. BALDWIN. That was really the
precursor of the present Atlantic Treaty.
Does not the Senator believe that had
we attempted to proceed along the more
ambitious lines outlined in the first res-
olution we would have been immediately
met with a veto from the Soviet Union?

Mr. WATKINS., I think so.

Mr. BALDWIN. Under those circum-
stances, does not the Senator believe that
the more ambitious program would
therefore have been futile, and that we
had better proceed in a less ambitious
fashion to accomplish a greater degree
of unity and a more comprehensive area
of defense than we had at that time, or
presently have?
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I remember it very
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Mr. WATEINS. Of course, that goes
to the question which is before us,
whether what is proposed is better than
the policy we have had in the past. I
shall not now answer categorically.

Mr. BALDWIN. I would not ask the
Senator to do so. However, is it not
logical to suppose that the Atlantic Pact
which we now have before us is a nautral
sequence of accomplishment along the
lines which I think all of us were think-
ing about 2 years ago? Does not the
Senator believe that under all the cir-
cumstances this is the most that could
be accomplished within the provisions of
the United Nations Charter, providing
for defense in a very limited but very
vital and important area?

Mr. WATKINS. I think this is a
manifestation of the failure of the
United Nations fo accomplish the prin-
cipal purposes for which it was organ-
ized. I think it is another effort to do
what we could not do with the United
Nations. As one witness described if,
this is the backstop. The United Na-
tions could not stop war. This is the
backstop, and is a temporary measure
which will probably stand in place of the
United Nations until the United Nations
program is placed in operation.

Mr. BALDWIN. Is it the Senator’s
view that such a pact as the proposed
Atlantic Pact was not within the con-
templation of the provisions of the
United Nations Charter?

Mr. WATKINS. Idoubt very seriously
if it comes within the provisions of arti-
cle 51. That seemed to contemplate a
different situation. That question has
been argued here at some length. I be-
lieve the Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Franpers] argued that particular point.
I agree with the Senator from Vermont.
I do not believe it comes within the con-
templation of the provisions of the
United Nations Charter.

Mr. BALDWIN. Of course the Sen-
ator will agree with me that that is a
matter of opinion, will he not?

Mr. WATKINS. Certainly.

Mr. BALDWIN. It could or it could
not. :

Mr, WATKINS. Certainly. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut asked me for my
opinion, and I say that is my opinion.

Mr, BALDWIN. I take it that the
Senator from Utah would go along with
me in the logical sequence of events, up
to the point where he arrives at the ques-
tion of whether the decision we are now
considering is a logical result of our
efforts to date.

Mr, WATKINS. I intended to dis-
cuss, in a prepared statement, my views
regarding the United Nations and this
pact in relation to it. I also intended to
state why I believe the United Nations
has completely failed, and that any or-
ganization which is built on force, as this
treaty is, and is relying on force to
achieve peace in the world, will not suc-
ceed. No such organization or effort has
ever succeeded in the past, and I think
there is something inherently lacking in
such an effort, since similar attempts
have resulted in so many failures. I
think that matter should be discussed.
That is my position.

I do not believe any group of nations,

selfish as the nations are today, can be
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brought into an organization to provide
peace. There still will have to be a police-
man and a club; and when there is a
nation like Russia, there will have to be
a military expedition big enough to do
the job, and that means war. No matter
what it is called, it means war.

Mr. BALDWIN. Would not the Sen-
ator from Utah agree that if we cannot
get all the other nations to join in an
effort to preserve peace, then we should
get as many nations as we can to work
toward achieving peace in a vital portion
of the world?

Mr. WATKINS. 1Ithink we should try
to get the other nations to live in such a
way as to bring about peace. But that
does not mean that we have to undertake
to police the world and undertake to
guarantee its security for the next 20
years. I seriously doubt whether it
g]oild be wise for us to attempt to do

at.

Mr. BALDWIN. That is where the
Senator and I are in disagreement.

Mr. WATKINS. That is quite true.

Mr. BALDWIN, It is my opinion that
this is the best means we have to achieve
the desirable objectives the distinguished
Senator from Utah, along with every
other Member of the Senate, has in mind.
I wish that we might, as a result of this
debate, have evolved some better pro-
gram. Butf I am firmly of the opinion
that this is the best that has been
evolved to date, and that it is better to
adopt this course and attempt to follow it,
&s outlined in the charter, rather than
to do nothing at all.

I wish to commend the distinguished
Senator irom Utah for his able contribu-
tion to this discussion. He, together with
the distinguished Senator from Missouri
[Mr. DonNELL] has pointed out most ef-
fectively and forcefully all the things, I
think, that can be said on the other
side of this vitally important issue.

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Connecticut for
his courtesy and his statement,

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SpAaRKMAN in the chair) . Does the Senator
from Utah yield to the Senator from Mis-
souri?

Mr, WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to ask
more than one question, but not very
much more,

Does the Senator from Utah recall that
on the 18th day of March of this year,
which was several weeks before the sig-
nature of the treaty, the Secretary of
State delivered a radio address on the
North Atlantic Pact? "

Mr.. WATKINS. I remember the
speech, and I listened to Szcretary Ache-
son give it. He made an excellent speech.,

Mr. DONNELL. In the opening part
of that speech, the Secretary of State
said this: .

The text of the proposed North Atlantic
Pact was made public today. I welcome this
opportunity to talk with my fellow cltizens
about it—

And so forth. Then, a little later, he
said:

The treaty and its implications can now
be fully discussed.
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I simply wish to call the Senator’s at-
tention to the fact that that speech by
Secretary of State Acheson was moti-
vated, as I understand, by his statement
that—

The treaty and its implications can now
be fully discussed.

I ask the Senator from Utah whether
he regards this observation by the Secre-
tary of State, in that radio address, to
be of importance in connection with the
obligations under article 3. In referring
to the second article of the treaty, and
so forth—and that portion of his address
appears in the newspaper under a head-
ing “Self-help and mutual aid,” Secre-
tary Acheson said:

This purpose is extended further in article

I cannot be certain just what the words
“this purpose” refer to, unless I read
some of the preceding portions of the
address. However, that is immaterial at
the moment. The statement at that part
of the address is as follows:

This purpose is extended further in article
8, In which the participating countries pledge
themselves to self-help and mutual aid. In
addition to strengthening their free institu-
tions, they will take practical steps to main-
tain and develop their own capacity and that
of their partners to resist aggression. They
also agree to consult together—

And so forth. Then this appears—and
I ask the Senator from Utah for his ob-
servations as to the significance of the
statement made by the Secretary of State
at that point. The Secretary of State
bad spoken of the fact that—

The treaty and its implications can now be
fully discussed.

And then he said:

Successful resistance to aggression in the
modern world requires modern arms and
trained military forces. As a result of the
recent war, the European countries joining

the pact are generally deficient in both re-
quirements.

Then he said:

The treaty does not bind the United States
to any arms program.

Mr. President, I pause at this point to
say that of course the treaty does not
set out an arms program.

Then the Secretary of State said this:

But we all know that the United States is
now the only democratic nation with the re-
sources and the productive capacity to help
the free nations of Europe to recover their
military strength,

I ask the Senator from Utah to recall
that apparently what was being dis-
cussed there were the treaty and its
implications.

Then the Secretary of State said:

- Therefore we expect to ask the Congress
to supply our European partners some of the
weapons and equipment that they need to be
able to resist aggression. We also expect to
recommend military supplies for other free
nations which will cooperate with us in safe-
guarding peace and security.

Then the Secretary of State talked
about the “compact world of today” and
the “policy to help free peoples to main-
tain their integrity and independence,
not only in western Europe or in the
Americas, but wherever the aid we are
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able to provide can be effective,” and in
that connection he referred to Greece,
Turkey, and Iran.

Then he said:

In providing military assistance to other
countries, both inside and outside the North
Atlantic Pact, we will give clear priority to
the requirements for economic recovery. We
will carefully balance the military assistance
program with the capacity and requirements
of the total economy, both at home and
abroad.

I ask the Senator from Utah this ques-
tion: In view of the fact that when the
Secretary of State was speaking on the
day when the text of the treaty was made
public, after he said that the restraints
which previously had applied to the pact
as a confidential matter no longer ap-
plied, he then said:

The treaty and its implications can now
be fully discussed,

And then said that the countries are to
take all practical steps, and that suc-
cessful resistance to aggression requires
modern arms, and then said that—

We all know that the United States is now
the CPIII.].]r democratic nation with the re-

sources and the productive capacity to help-

the free nations of Europe to recover their
military strength,

And then said:

Therefore we expect to ask the Congress
to supply our European partners some of the

weapons and equipment they need to be able
to resist aggression.

Does not the Senator regard that as
highly significant in determining the real
intent and purpose in the framing of the
North Atlantic Treaty?

Mr. WATKINS. I think it is very sig-
nificant; and if a court were ruling upon
the construction of a contract, that would
be very persuasive evidence of what the
parties intended it to mean.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Utah will consent, I ask
that the entire radio address by Secre-
tary of State Acheson, as appearing in
the Washington Evening Star of March
19, 1949, be set forth in the REcorp after
Document 22 of the State Department,
which, as I understand, has previously
been ordered to be printed in the REc-
orp at the end of the Senator's speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Chair.

I thank the Senator from Utah for
his forbearance,

Mr. WATEINS. Mr. President, most
of the matters I had infended to discuss
in the remainder of my speech have al-
ready been covered in the questions
which have been asked. So I shall not
continue further today.

I merely wished to discuss the treaty
in respect to some of the problems in-
volved so as to see whether we could
find out what the treaty means, what
we are being committed to, and what
our program for the future should be.

I have pointed out some matters of in-
terpretation which I think are bothering
many Senators today in connection with
determining how they shall vote on the
question of the ratification of the treaty.
I think it should be helpful to have these
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matters discussed in detail,as to justwhat
was meant. Myown personal judgment is
that article 3 is a direct and definite com-
mitment, an obligation to render assist-
ance or mutual aid, and that includes, in
the very nature of this entire agreement,
military assistance. The very fact that
the representatives of nations overseas
parties to the pact immediately came for-
ward with a request for help, which the
Secretary of State had planned, and the
discussion which had gone on at one time
that the furnishing of armaments was to
be made part of the pact, is strong evi-
dence in favor of the interpretation I
have just given. My own personal con-
viction is that when we vote to ratify this
treaty we have made a definite commit-
ment binding the United States to ren-
der assistance and mutual aid. How we
shall implement it, how far we will go,
of course will be left up to future Con-
gresses. But there is a definite commit-
ment, it seems to me, that binds us in
good faith to carry it out, and if I should
vote for this treaty I would feel obligated
then to vote for an arms implementation
which would be reasonable and necessary

~ to carry out the terms of the pact.

I intend to call up some reservations
later on, and I expect to speak on some
other phases of the treaty at a future
meeting of the Senate, including possibly
article 5. I have already suggested that
I should like to present some reservations
or amendments to article 2, and I may
have one on article 3. If it is still insisted
that this article means no commitment
whatever, no direct commitment on the
part of the United States, perhaps then
it is unnecessary to have it in the treaty.
It must have a purpose, and if it has no
purpose, and there is no commitment,
then I see no advantage in having so
much meaningless language in the
treaty.

I yield the floor.

ExHiBIT 1
[From Foreign Affairs Outlines: Building the
Peace, Department of State, Spring 1949
THE UNITED STATES MILITARY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM

“In the compact world of today, the secu-
rity of the United States cannot be defined
in terms of boundaries and frontiers., A
serious threat to international peace and
security anywhere in the world is of direct
concern to this country. Therefore it is our
policy to help free peoples to maintain their
integrity and Independence, not only in
western Europe or in the Americas, but wher-
ever the aid we are able to provide can be
effective.” (Secretary of State Acheson,
March 18, 1949.)

The military-assistance program to be pre-
sented to Congress by President Truman out-
lines one of the most effective steps the
United States can take at this time to pre-
serve international peace and maintain its
own security. It is a step in keeping with
the sharpest lesson of the twentieth cen-
tury—that the American people and other
democratic peoples must now find their secu-
rity in the broader security of a free and
stable world. To keep our freedoms we must
share the responsibility of protecting them.
Security today means stopping war before it
can start. It means halting the piecemeal
aggressions which lead to war by making
crystal clear to any would-be aggressor the
price that must be paid for his attack.

Milltary assistance to the North Atlantic
Treaty countries and to other free nations
will further the basic alms of general security
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in a manner which the executive branch of
the Government believes will prove to be
timely, effective, and, in the long run, eco-
nomical. Coupled with our membership in
the North Atlantic Treaty, it will give direct
assurance that the United States intends to
continue the leadership which bas brought
confidence and new hope to democratic
nations.

In brief, these things will be recommended
in the military-assistance program:

That all projects of United States military
ald be brought together in one program.

That a single appropriation be made to
cover the costs of the entire military-aid pro-
gram (for the fiscal year 1850, these amounts
wou'd be about $1,130,000,000 for the North
Atlantic Pact countries and about §320,000,-
000 for Greece and Turkey and certain other
nations whose security is importent to the
United States, making a total of about
$1,450,000,000) ;

That the Chief Executive be given the
authority to make flexible use of these funds
and to meet emergencies as they arise;

That most of our aid at this time go to
western Europe, an area whose importance
to our security has been demonstrated in
two world wars;

That the military-aid program be separate
and distinct from the North Atlantic Treaty,
but that it complement that treaty through
carrying out the principles of self-help and
mutual aid; and

That our military ald to the free nations
of western Europe in 1950 take three forms:
a relatively small but very important amount
of dollar aid to increase military production
programs of the western European nations
and thus speed termination of their present
heavy dependence on the United States, a
direct supply of arms and equipment to help
accelerate the strengthening of the defensive
capabllities of thelr military forces, and the
provision of Unlted States technical and
training assistance.

These proposals add up to immediate sup-
port of the nations of western Europe who
have requested our military aid The pro-
gram proposing that action is an adjustment
to the realities of our day and will serve to
bulwark the major course the United States
has undertaken to preserve peace and main-
tain its own security.

THE BACKGROUND OF UNITED STATES POLICY
The need for the program

The proposal that we furnish military aid
now to the nations of western Europe derives
from the United States policy of responsible
leadership among free nations. It has given
rise in the past to our ald to Greece and Tur-
key, our share in the great European re-
covery effort, our support of regional and col-
lective self-defense agreements in Senate
Resolution 239, and the North Atlantic Pact,
As early as March 17, 1948, President Truman
sald in a message to Congress: “I am confi-
dent that the United States will, by appro-
priate means, extend to the free nations the
support which the situation requires. I am
sure that the determination of the free coun-
tries of Europe to protect themselves will be
matched by an equal determination on our
part to help them to do so.” The need to
act now arlses out of the insecurity and
fears of western Europe and of other free-
dom-loving nations of the world.

Free Europeans belleve there is serious dan-
ger that the progress they have made toward
recovery may be wiped out; under these cir-
cumstances they find it difficult to exercise
to the full the drive and imagination that
can take them to higher levels of recovery.

The reality of the fears in Europe and their
causes were summarized for the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee by Secretary of
State Acheson in these words:

“If I may use an understatement, the sense
of insecurity prevalent in western Europe is
not a figment of the imagination. It has
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come about through the conduct of the Soviet
Union. Western European countries have
eeen the basic purposes and principles of the
[United Nations] Charter cynically violated
by the conduct of the Soviet Union with the
countries of eastern Europe. Their right to
self-determination has been extinguished by
force or threats of force. The human free-
doms as the rest of the world understands
them have been extinguished throughout
that whole area. Economic problems have
not been solved by international cooperation
but dealt with by dictation. These same
methods have been attempted in other
areas—penetration by propaganda and the
Communist Party, attempts to block coopera-
tive international efforts in the economic
field, wars of nerves, and in some cases thinly
veiled use of force itself.

. “By the end of 1947 it had become abun-
dantly clear that this Soviet pressure and
penetration was being exerted progressively
further to the west.”

The joint effort in the European recovery
program has reached the stage where self-
confidence is wvitally important in bringing
out new investments and new industries.
There is a close relationship between prog-
ress toward recovery and progress toward
an effective defense, Not only is recovery
the foundation on which the security of a
free and healthy people depends, but eco-
nomic recovery, as 1t is realized, makes avall-
able more and more of the means whereby
a defensive strength can be established and
maintained through a Nation's own efforts.
Confidence that the United States is defi-
nitely, clearly interested in the peace and
security of Eurcpe and confidence among
free Europeans that they themselves can
contribute to Europe's peace and securlty
are both needed for full recovery and
eventual Independence from United States
aid.

The military ald proposed for western
Europe starts with the size and composition
of the military forces planned for in the 1950
budgets of these countries. Its purpose is
to help modernize and balance the equlp-
ment of these small forces. Experience has
shown that small military establishments,
well equipped and backed by a determined
people, can be effective in maintaining peace.
Their presence in areas of insecurity would
disabuse any would-be aggressor of his vi-
sions of easy conguest. The establishment of
such forces cannot be considered an act of
aggression. Defensive strength in the hands
of nations of peaceful intent does not lead
to war. The danger of war arises from the
huge military establishments which dicta-
tors maintain and are constantly tempted
to use.

The free countries of western Furope must
be encouraged by our actlons to continue
their efforts toward recovery. They do not
have the resources to develop adequate de-
fense forces by their own efforts within a
reasonable time. Their will to resist and
their ability mutually to defend themselves
must be strengthened. They must be en-
couraged and assisted to build up their de-
fense forces, through self-help and mutual
ald, to a point where aggression cannot take
place, either through internal disorders in-
spired from outside sources or under the
guise of border incidents. In short, we must
assist the free nations of western Europe
to achieve the ability to maintain their in-
dependence and national security.

Recovery and confidence are closely linked.
Our active forelgn policy has glven rise in
Europe to a great momentum of recovery
and a great increase in the will to resist ag-
gression, The hope for peace with freedom
lies in maintaining this momentum. The
continuing confidence among free peoples
that the United States is a full partner in
the effort to preserve peace is the key factor
in meeting the economic and political prob=-
lems of our over-all forelgn relations.
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President Truman’s third point

In his inaugural address President Truman
outlined four courses of interrelated action
through which the United States is now
helping to create the world conditions un-
der which all nations and all peoples will be
free to govern themselves and to achieve a
decent and satisfying life. They are, first,
to support and strengthen the United Na-
tions; second, to continue our programs for
world economic recovery; third, to strength-
en free nations against the dangers of aggres-
sion; and fourth, to undertake a program to
improve the living conditions of the peoples
of underdeveloped areas through the use of
modern technology.

The provision of military aid to other na-
tions comes under the third of the Presi-
dent's policy points. The United States, he.
declared in his address, will act to strengthen-
freedom-loving nations against the dangers
of aggression and in addition "will provide
military advice and equipment to free na-
tions which will cooperate with us in the
maintenance of peace and security.” This
policy is not new. President Truman ex-
pressed it in his speech of March 12, 1947,
when he requested Congress for the author-
ity to ald Greece and Turkey. He declared
at that time that “it must be the policy of
the United States to support free peoples who
are resisting attempted subjugation by
armed minorities or by outside pressures.”

In the 2-year interval between these state-
ments positive steps were taken to carry out
this policy of military aid. The United
States has provided military assistance to
a number of nations, including Greece and
Turkey, which were in immediate and criti-
cal danger of aggression, Since the reitera-
tion of the policy of support given in the
President’s inaugural address, we have
assoclated ourselves with Canada and 10
other nations in the North Atlantic Treaty,
signed on April 4, 1949. Our partnership
with the nations of western Europe in this
collective-security arrangement goes far to
give them the confidence they need, since
the treaty states clearly that an attack on
one member is an attack on all members.
At the present time, however, the prepon-
derant military power which could be
brought to bear upon an aggressor is cen-
tered in the United States, 3,000 miles from
western Europe. It must be perfectly clear
to the people of the United States that we
cannot count on our friends in western
Europe to resist If our strategy in the event
of war is to abandon these friends to the
enemy with a promise of later liberation.
That strategy would be costly, since it could
produce nothing better than impotent and
disillusioned allles in the event of war.
Plans for the common defense of the free
world must provide for the security of west-
ern Europe, or the New World may one day
stand alone—an island of embattled freedom
in a hostile world. Western Europe must
count on us if it is to survive, and we, in
turn, must count on western Europe if we
are to endure. As of now, the inadequate
defenses of western Europe invite military
aggression, and increasing prosperity makes
it a prize all the more tempting. Not until
we share our strength on a common defen=-
slve front can we hope to replace this temp-
tation with a real deterrent to ‘war. The
North Atlantic Pact is an agreement on the
polley of a common defense; its very vital
corollary is a program of military aid.

Coordinating military aid

We are already alding Greece and Turkey.
We now find it necessary to aid western
Europe and certain other free nations. Man-
ifestly, in the interests of economy and to
achieve coherent action, the military aid
programs must be considered together and at
one time. Accordingly, the executive branch
has been developing a program somewhat
after the manner of the Marshall plan for
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economlie aid. For the past several months
the Department of State, at the direction
of the President, has been coordinating the
efforts of all the Government agencies con-
cerned with foreign assistance in shaping a
unified, cohesive military aid program. The
proposed program provides for centralized
administration of military aid and asks that
broad authority be granted to the President
so0 that he may make aid available in critical
situations, An essential part of the plan-
ning at this stage is that the Congress should
authorize a single appropriation to finance
all activities under the program during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,

The advantages of this ure are evi-
dent, It will permit the most economical
allocation of our limited military resources
and assure that they will be made available
where they are most needed and where they
can be used most effectively. The broad ad-
ministrative authority and a single appro=
priation would provide the flexibility neces-
sary to deal quickly with changing situations.
The centralized program also would make
possible a system of priorities in which re-
quests for aid could be measured against
logical criteria and would insure the most
efficient use of our assistance in combination
with the resources of the recipient countries.

Requests for assistance

The provision of military assistance for
the fiscal year 1850 is based on requests from
certain free nations for such assistance. Of
particular importance are the requests re-
ceived from eight Atflantic Pact countries
early in April of this year. The requests of
five of these countries—the United Kingdom,
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Lux-
emburg—were submitted as a single coordin-
ated request through the mechanism estab-
lished under the Brussels Treaty on March
17, 1948. The re: three requests from
the Atlantic Pact countries are from Den-
mark, Norway, and Italy.

These requests have in common certain
basic principles which are important in that
they provide assurance to us that our as-
sistance will be so used as to furnish the
maXimum benefit. Stated simply, the re-
quests assure that (1) the requesting coun=-
tries will cooperate effectively with the
United States in maintaining international
peace and security; (2) the military programs
. of the requesting countries will not be per-
mitted to endanger economic recovery; (3)
the requesting countries will do all they can
to help themselves and like-minded nations
in their area.

All of the Atlantic Pact countries request-
Ing assistance recognize the importance of
increasing at this time their existing pro-
grams of military production above the
amount already provided for in their budgets
for the coming year, At the same time, they
recognize that such an increase in their mili-
tary production program must not be al-
lowed to Inferfere with the recovery program.

Of particular importance is the fact that
the requests from the Brussels Treaty powers
were formulated as a coordinated single re-
quest. That coordinated single request took
into account what each of the five countries
can do for itself and for the others. It is
evidence of the ability of the European coun=
tries to work together in establishing coordi-
nated planning and is a result of a careful
examination, as a group, of what, as a group,
they can do for themselves.

While Norway, Denmark, and Italy were
not in a position to furnish coordinated re-
quests since they are not signatories of the
Brussels Treaty, their requests emphasize the
need for the development of self-help and
mutual ald as the basic prineiples of building
up the defensive capacity of the entire North
Atlantic area.

Relationship to the Atlantie Pact

The requests of the elght North Atlantie
Pact countries are not a product of the At=
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lantic Pact. The military-assistance pro-
gram was conceived and developed separately
and somewhat in advance of the formula-
tion of the pact. The military-assistance
program would be necessary even without an
Atlantic Pact. It is clear, however, that the
military-assistance program will be more ef-
fective with the Atlantic Pact than without
it, for the Atlantic Pact provides the de-
fensive potential of all the members taken
together as contrasted with the smaller po-
tential of the individual member nations,
It further provides the procedures for at-
taining coordinated military-defense plans
and the mechanisms for developing the self-
help and mutual-aid principles.

Although the military-assistance program
and the pact were conceived of and devel-
oped separately, they are based upon the
eame principles and they are complementary,
Article 3 of the pact provides that by self-
help and mutual aid the members will de-
velop their capacity to resist aggression.
The military-assistance program is based on
the same principle of self-help and mutual
ald. Article 3 does not obligate the United
Btates to provide any definite amount of mili-
tary assistance or to make any specific con-
tribution. It does, however, obligate the
United States, as it obligates every other
member of the North Atlantic Pact, to adhere
to the principle of mutual aid and to exer-
cise its own honest judgment in contributing
what it most effectively can to implement
the mutual-ald principle, It is the opinion
of the executive branch of this Government
that the United States can best contribute
to the collective capacity for defense of the
North Atlantic area by providing military
assistance, and it is the recommendation of
the executive branch that it should do so.
It is also the opinion of the executive branch
that the provision of assistance will become
& powerful factor for assuring success on the
aims of the pact, for, as the countries of the
western union develop their power to resist
aggression, they will become better able to
contribute not only to the peace and secu-
rity of the North Atlantic area but to the
peace and security of the world.

Relation to the European recovery program

In the past year the free nations which
are bound together in the European recovery
program have taken long strides toward being
able, In the words of President Truman, to
“contribute once more to the security and
welfare of the world.” There has been a
marked rise of confidence among them.
Hope, and the will to resist tyranny, were
ebbing in 1947. They are flowing again to-
day. The new factor of confidence is a con-
tagious and creative human emotion essen-
tial to the final success of the recovery pro-
gram. Its recent growth in western Europe
1s based on the belief that through the North
Atlantic Pact security from external aggres-
sion can be attained.

In the European mind two concepts con-
tained in the Atlantlc Pact are inseparable,
The first is that unity of purpose among the
free nations would be a powerful deterrent
to any aggressor, and the second that,
through self-help and mutual aid, effective
military establishments can be developed as
an assurance of defense., To combat fear,
which is also contagious and as destructive
as confidence is creative, the free peoples of
Europe need the conerete evidence of action
taken for mutual defense, They need to
have in their own hands the equipment and
materials which will represent a clear start
toward individual and collective military
etrength, adequate to control internal disor-
ders and to convince an aggressor that he
would pay dearly for any attempt to cross
their borders.

The nations of western Europe are taking
their obligations of self-help and mutual aid
under the North Atlantle Pact very seriously
and are undertaking to do all they can for
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themselves and for each other. They are,
however, already making heavy expenditures
In relation to their resources for military
purposes, and the additional effort that they
can make at this time is limited. These na-
tions could not under existing circumstances
produce sufficient arms and equipment for
themselves for adequate defense within a
reasonable time,

They are engaged in an all-out effort to
achieve economic recovery, and they are hard
pressed to realize sufficient revenues to main-
tain finanecial stability and to insure that an
adequate flow of funds into reconstruction
and investment is maintained. These ef-
forts must have a clear priority. Sound and
stable economics are, in themselves, the
strongest bulwark against communism, and,
In addition, are essential to enable these
countries to build up and maintain adequate
defense forces. Additional military produc-
tion to be undertaken by them must accord-
ingly be limited to an amount which will not
Jeopardize economic recovery and mainte-
nance of financial stability or require any
modification of the original concept of the
economic recovery program—that the recipi-
ent nations are to achieve sufficient economic
strength by 1952 to be able to maintain their
populations on an adequate basls without
extraordinary outside assistance. The mar=
gin above the requirements for economic re-
covery and financial stability for increasing
military production is relatively small. A
significant beginning, however, can be made,
On the basis of estimates by these countries
and the Economic Cooperation Administra=
tion, it is believed that with our assistance
the rate of military production can be in-
creased by the equivalent of several hundred
million dollars without endangering econom-
ic recovery or financial stability.

The existence of this small margin for
additional production does not mean that
full-fledged effort toward economic recovery
is not being made. In certain cases there
are specialized facilities, such as arsenals
and aircraft production 1lines, already In
existence which are not being used to ca-
pacity, and there exist imbalances in other
production facilities which make it im-
poseible to utilize these facllities fully In
the recovery effort. In certain countries
there is a degree of unemployment or pools
of labor which are relatively immobile be-
cause of the housing shortage. So long as
increased military production is not ex-
panded beyond reasonable limits it would
represent a marginal production which can
be fitted safely into the gradually recovering
economic situation in Europe. The people
of these countries, with the impetus of the
North Atlantic Pact and the military-assist-
ance program, will also unquestionably ac-
cept the further sacrifices required to permit
sufficient funds to be realized from noninfia-
tionary sources to finance the internal costs
of this increased military-production pro-

am,

Provislon must be made, however, in the
military-assistance program to cover dollar
costs involved in or incident to this produc-
tion, because these countries do not have
other means to meet these costs. The pro-
vision of these funds will be an economic ex-
penditure, When this financial assistance is
added to the labor, facilitles, materials, and
funds to be supplied by the recipient nations,
it will result in the production of far more
equipment than could be produced by the
United States with the same expenditure and
will enable these countries to initiate a grad-
ually expanding production program which
will eventually terminate the present heavy
dependence on the United States,

DETAILS OF THE MILITARY-AID PROGRAM
A single plan '

The proposed program combines all of
the foreign military-assistance programs en-
visaged for the fiscal year 1950, The re=-
quirements of the requesting countries have
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been carefully studied to assure the most
effective total allocation of United States
assistance,

The needs of the five Brussels Treaty na-
tions were examined through informal con-
versations and in studles carried out among
their military representatives and those of
the United States and Canada. Both In
these conversations and in the studies made
by the permanent Military Committee, es-
tablished under the Brussels Treaty in April
1948, the requirements for defense have been
determined.

Requests from Norway, Denmark, and
Italy, also members of the North Atlantic
Pact, and requests from Greece and Turkey
have also been carefully screened by our
Government. These reports were examined
in the light of the purpose of the coordi-
nated , our own security interests
in the specified area, and the requesting
country’s military production, its ability to
use aid efficlently, its defense position and
defense planning, and its relationship to
over-all security coordination. Ald in ap-
preclably smaller volume s also needed in
additional countries which have asked, or
recelved, our assistance in the past.

The program now before the Congress com-
prises a planned and coordinated response
to all these demands upon United States re-
sources, It Is limited to the bare essentials
of ald necessary, during the time period pro-
posed, to meet our world requirements.

The cost of military assistance

The legislation proposed by the Presldent
would authorize him to spend $1,450,000,000
in the fiscal year 1950 for the purposes of the
program. Of this amount, $1,130,000,000
would be provided to the other signatories
of the North Atlantic Treaty in the form of
equipment shipped from the United States
and of funds for financing materials for in-
creased military production in Europe.

Duration of the program

Military-assistance programs of the United
States have been directed toward establish-
ing in areas of the free world threatened
by aggression the confidence and physical
security which will make attempted intimi-
dation pointless and unprofitable. In facing
the predatory, world-wide attacks on demo-
cratic freedoms, there is the continuing need
to assoclate ourselves with vigorous, like-
minded peoples who have & similar tradition
of liberty and freedom.

The program now before the Congress is
an interim program covering the most ur-
gently needed military-aid requirements of
fiscal year 1950, It is a program which will
go into effect, if approved b} Congress, prior
to the working out of a common strategic
concept through the machinery of the North
Atlantic Pact. The programs for subsequent
years, and the appropriations that will be
requested for them, will be dependent upon
many intangibles. There are certain limit-
ing factors, however, which may be kept in
mind.

The first of these factors is that each year's
program will add a permanent increment in
defensive strength. With the exception of
the aid to Greece, the aid proposed under
the present interim program is, for the most
part, capital equipment, equipment which
lasts in peacetime for many years.

A second factor is that the ald projected
for western Europe is being furnished to
milltary forces which are of definite size and
composition, Any increase in those forces
will be limited by the agreed priority of
economic recovery in Europe.

A third limiting factor will be the increas-
ing ability of the nations of western Europe
to provide for themselves. As recovery in
Europe progresses, Industrial production in
Europe will increase and so will the amount
of production that will be available for mill-

tary purposes,
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The fourth and greatest factor is the de-
gree to which we and the nations associated
with us can remove the threat of war. The
degree to which we can further that basic
aim of our foreign policy will be the most
precise measure of the limitations which
can be placed safely on United States military
assistance.

Impact on the United States economy

The Natlonal Security Resources Board, in
consultation with other interested depart-
ments and agencies, has analyzed the prob-
able effect of the proposed program upon
our own economic and financial strength.
The demands of the program for scarce
materials such as steel, copper, and alumi-
num will be small and easily manageable,
Since the expenditures in any one quarter
of the fiscal year will be less than one-half
of 1 percent of our gross national produc-
tion, the effects on the over-all economy will
be slight,

Effect on United States military strength

The military-assistance program will not
weaken our presently authorized armed
forces. The slight and temporary impact
of the program on our own matérlel require-
ments would be more than compensated by
the improvement, in the long run, of the
over-all capability of the United States and
its partners to deter or to meet aggression,

Administering the program

The executive branch proposal envisions
that the Presldent will delegate to the Sec-
retary of State by Executive order the broad
responsibility and authority to administer
the military-ald program. Thus military ald
may be best integrated Into the over-all
foreign policy of the United States and made
consistent with our goal of world peace.

Within the Department of State an admin-
istrator for fereign military assistance would
be appointed to administer the program and
supervise the alloecation of funds for the
Secretary. The National Military Establish-
ment would be delegated a large share of the
responsibility for the actual operation of the
program. Both the National Military Es-
tablishment and the Economic Cooperation
Administration would act in an advisory ca-
pacity to the Department of SBtate.

WAGING THE PEACE
A defense program

A considered and limited program of mili-
tary aid undertaken by the United States
now will advance world peace and security
by deterring aggression and by helping to
create the climate of hope and confidence
essential for cooperative action toward a
peaceful and prosperous world.

This program is designed to improve the
defensive strength of the cooperating na-
tions and thus to increase their will to resist
aggression and their ability to maintain in-
ternal security. The profound desire of the
peoples of western Europe and North Amer-
ica for a chance to live in peace should allay
any fear that the North Atlantic Treaty, or
the limited assistance proposed for its mem-
bers, would provide a basis for aggressive ac-
tion against any nation,

The military-assistance program proposed
by the United States, llke our membership
in the North Atlantic Treaty, is part of a
policy which is entirely defensive in its scope.
It could not be otherwise. Aggression is
contrary to our basic traditions, instincts,
and fundamental policies. The very nature
of our democratic system of government gives
assurance that we could not conspire to
undertake an act of aggression.

Military aid and the United Nations

By helping to restore a sense of security
to the free nations of the world through
increasing their ability to resist aggression,
the military-aid program should help bring
about world conditions which will permit the
United Nations to function more effectively.
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Bupporting as It does the peaceful objectives
of the United Nations and the inherent right
of individual and collective self-defense,
specifically recognized by article 51 of the
Charter, the program is wholly consistent
with the intent of the Charter.

Action taken under the program must con-
form to United Nations principles and pur-
poses and to our present and future obliga-
tions under the Charter. The proposed legis-
lation restates the Government’s obligation
as a member of the United Nations to refrain
from giving assistance to any nation against
which that organization is taking preventive
or enforcement action. It requires the Pres-
ident to abstain from giving any aid under
the program which he may find inconsistent
with that obligation,

The price of peace

The people of America appreciate that
world peace cannot be achieved without
effort, real sacrifice, and constant vigilance.
To this end they have willingly and gener-
ously supported programs designed to secure
lasting peace and security.

Secretary Acheson said in his radio broad-
cast on the North Atlantic Treaty: “The
United States is waging peace by throwing
its full strength and energy into the struggle,
and we shall continue todoso. * * * To
have genuine peace we must constantly work
for it. But we must do even more. We must
make 1t clear that armed attack will be met
by collective defense, prompt and effective.”

The military-assistance program now pro-
posed is part of the price we must pay for
peace and security in present world condi-
tions. It is one of the preventive actions
we can take now to avold the terrible ex-
penditures of war, Today the free nations
hold the initiative in the Western World,
They are confident that they can and will
stand together in defense of their freedom.,
If we turn aside at this moment from aiding
the common defense, we may not agaln have
such an opportunity.

ExHIBIT 2

[From the Washington Star of March 19,
1949]

TEXT OF SECRETARY ACHESON'S ADDRESS ON
NORTH ATLANTIC ALLIANCE

The text of the proposed North Atlantic
Pact was made public today. I welcome this
opportunity to talk with my fellow citizens
about it. It has taken many months to
work out this text with the representatives
of the other nations involved. First Mr.
Lovett, and then I, met with the Ambassa-
dors of Canada, Britain, France, Belgium,
the Netherlands, and Luxemburg.

Recently the Ambassador of Norway joined
in these discussions. These talks had to be
conducted in private and in confidence, so
that each of us could speak frankly and
fully on matters of vital importance to our
countries., It is for this compelling reason
that public discussion of the text of the
pact by your representatives has not been
possible up to this time.

That restraint no longer applies. The
treaty and its implications can now be fully
discussed. Public opinion can now be
formed on the basis of complete informa-
tion. Only in this way can your Govern-
ment have what former Secretary of State
Stimson has termed “the understanding
support * * * of the American people,”
which is essential to the success of any pol-
icy.

I think the American people will want to
know the answers to three principal ques-
tions about the pact: How did it come about
and why is it necessary? What are 1its
terms? Will it accomplish its purpose?

PEACE AND SECURITY

The paramount purposes of the pact are
peace and security. If peace and security
can be achieved In the North Atlantic area,
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we shall have gone a long way to assure
peace and security in other areas as well.

The achievement of peace and security
means more than that in the final outcome
we shall have prevented war and brought
about the settlement of international dis-
putes by peaceful means.

There must be conviction of people every-
where that war will be prevented and that
disputes will be settled peacefully. In the
most practical terms, true international peace
and security require a firm belief by the
peoples of the world that they will not be
subjected to unprovoked attack, to coerclon
and intimidation, to interference in their
own affairs.

Peace and security require confidence in
the future, based on the assurance that the
peoples of the world will be permitted to im-
prove their conditions of life, free from fear
that the fruits of their labor may be taken
from them by alien hands.

These are goals of our own foreign policy
which President Truman has emphasized
many times, most receéntly in his inaugural
address, when he spoke of the hope that we
could help create “the conditions that will
lead eventually to personal freedom and hap-
piness for all mankind.” These are also the
purposes of the United Nations, whose mem-
bers are pledged “to maintain international
peace and security” and to promote “the
economic and social advancement of all
peoples.”

These purposes are Intimately related to
the origins of the United Nations, As the
Second World War neared its end, the peo-
ples who bore the brunt of the fighting were
sick of the horror, the brutality, the tragedy
of the war. Out of that revulsion came the
defermination to create a system that would
g0 as far as humanly possible in insuring
international peace and security.

TOLERANCE AND COOPERATION

The United Nations seeks to maintain
peace and security by enjoining its members
from using force to settle international dis-
putes, Moreover, it insists that they ac-
knowledge tolerance and cooperation as the
guiding principles for the conduct of nations.

The members are expected to settle differ-
ences by the exercise of reason and adjust-
ment, according to the principles of justice
and law. This requires a spirit of tolerance
and restraint on the part of all the members.

But, as in any other institution which pre-
supposes restraint, violence or obstruction
can be used to defeat the basic un A
This happens in personal relations, in fami-
lies, communities, churches, politics, and
everywhere in human life. If the system is
used in ways it was not intended to be used,
there is grave danger that the system will be
disrupted.

That applies to the United Nations. The
system is not working as effectively as we
hoped because one of its members has at-
tempted to prevent it from working. By
obstructive tactics and the misuse of the
veto, the Soviet Union has seriously inter-
fered with the work of the Security Council
in maintaining international peace and se-
curity.

But the United Nations is a flexible instru-
ment. Although the actions of the Soviet
Union have disturbed the work of the United
Nations, it is strong enough to be an effec-
tive instrument for peace. It is the instru-
ment by which we hope world peace will be
achieved. The Charter recognizes the im-
portance of regional arrangements consist-
ent with the purposes and principles of the
Charter. Such arrangements can greatly
strengthen it.

The Atlantic Pact is a collective self-de-
fense arrangement among the countries of
the North Atlantic area. It Is almed at co-
ordinating the exercise of the right of self-
defense especially recognized in article 51
of the United Nations Charter. It is designed
to fit precisely into the framework of the
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United Nations and to assure practical meas-
ures for maintaining peace and security In
harmony with the Charter.

NATIONAL IDENTITY OF INTERESTS

It is the firm intention of the parties to
carry out the pact in accordance with the
provisions of the United Nations Charter and
in a manner which will advance its purposes
and principles.

Already one such arrangement under the
Charter has been established with United
States participation. The 21 American Re-
publics in reorganizing their regional system
have specifically brought it within the frame-
work of the United Nations Charter. We are
now joining in the formation of a second
arrangement, pertaining to the North At-
lantic area, likewise within the framework
of the United Nations.

It is important to keep in mind that the
really successful national and international
institutions are those that recognize and ex-
press underlying realities. The North At-
lantic community of nations is such & reality.
It is based on the affinity and natural iden-
tity of interests of the North Atlantic powers.

The North Atlantic Treaty which will for-
mally unite them is the product of at least
350 years of history, perhaps more. There de-
veloped on our Atlantic coast & community,
which has spread across the continent, con-
nected with western Europe by common in-
stitutions and moral and ethical beliefs.
Similarities of this kind are not superficial,
but fundamental. They are the strongest
kind of ties, because they are based on moral
conviction, on acceptance of the same values
in life.

The very basis of western civilization,
which we share with the other nations bor-
dering the North Atlantic, and which all of
us share with many other nations, is the In-
grained spirit of restraint and tolerance.
This is the opposite of the Communist belief
that coercion by force is a proper method of
hastening the inevitable. Western civiliza-
tion has lived by mutual restraint and toler-
ance. This civilization permits and stimu-
lates free inquiry and bold experimentation.
It creates the environment of freedom, from
which flows the greatest amount of ingenuity,
enterprise, and accomplishment.

These principles of democracy, individual
liberty, and the rule of law have flourished in
this Atlantic community. They have uni-
versal validity. They are shared by other free
nations and find expression on a universal
basis in the Charter of the United Nations.
They are the standards by which its members
have solemnly agreed to be judged. They are
the elements out of which are forged the
peace and welfare of mankind.

TWO HALVES OF ONE COMMUNITY

Added to this profoundly important basis
of understanding is another unifying in-
fluence—the effect of living on the sea. The
sea does not separate people as much as it
joins them, through trade, travel, mutual
understanding, and common interests.

For this second reason, as well as the first,
North America and western Eurcpe have
formed the two halves of what is in reality
one community, and have maintained an
abiding interest in each other.

It is clear that the North Atlantic Pact is
not an improvisation. It is the statement of
the facts and lessons of history, We have
learned our history lesson from two world
wars In less than half a century. That ex-
perience has taught us that the control of
Europe by a single aggressive, unfriendly
power would constitute an intolerable threat
to the national security of the United States.

We participated in those two great wars to
preserve the integrity and independence of
the European half of the Atlantic community
In order to preserve the Integrity and inde-
pendence of the American half. It is a sim-
ple fact, proved by experience, that an out=-
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side attack on one member of this community
is an attack upon all members.

We have also learned that, if the free na-
tlons do not stand together, they will fall
one by one. The stratagem of the aggressor
is to keep his Intended victimis divided, or
better still, set them to quarreling among
themselves. Thin they can be picked off
one by one without arousing unified resist=-
ance, We and the free nations of Europe are
determined that history shall not repeat it-
self in that melancholy particular,

As President Truman has said: “If we can
make it sufficlently clear, in advance that
any armed attack affecting our national se-
curity would be met with overwhelming
force, the armed attack might never occur.”

COLLECTIVE SELF-DEFENSE

The same thought was expressed by the
Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate
last year in its report recommending ap-
proval of Senate Resolution 239.

“The committee is convinced,” the report
said, “that the horrors of another world war
can be avoided with certainty only by pre-
venting war from starting. The experience
of World War I and World War II suggests
that the best deterrent to aggression is the
certainty that immediate and effective coun=
termeasures will be taken against those who
violate the peace.”

That resolution, adopted by an over-
whelming vote of the Senate, ¥y en=
courages the development of collective self-
defense and regional arrangements within
the United Nations framework and the par-
ticipation of the United States In these
arrangements.

What are the principal provisions of the
North Atlantic Pact? I should like to sume
marize them,

First, the pact Is carefully and conscien=
tiously designed to conform in every particu-
lar with the Charter of the United Nations,
This is made clear in the first article of the
pact, which reiterates and reaffirms the basic
principle of the Charter. The participating
countries at the very outset of their associa-
tion state again that they will settle all their
international disputes, not only among
themselves but with any nation, by peaceful
means in accordance with the provisions of
the Charter. This declaration sets the whole
tone and purpose of this treaty.

The second article is equally fundamental,
The associated countries assert that they
will preserve and strengthen their free insti-
tutions and will see to it that the funda-
mental principles upon which free institu=
tions are founded are better understood
everywhere. They also agree to eliminate
conflicts in their economic life and to pros
mote economic cooperation among thems
selves. Here is the ethical essence of thes
treaty—the common resolve to preserve,
strengthen, and make understood the very
basis of tolerance, restraint, and freedom-—
the really vital things with which we are
concerned.

SELF-HELP AND MUTUAL AID

This purpose is extended further in article
3, in which the participating countries pledge
themselves to self-help and mutual aid. In
addition to strengthening their free institue
tions, they will take practical steps to maine
tain and develop their own capacity and that
of their partners to resist aggression. They
also agree to consult together when the ine
tegrity or security of any of them is threats
ened. The treaty sets up a council, con=
sisting of all the members, and other ma=
chinery for consultation and for carrying
out the provisions of the pact.

Successful resistance to aggression in the
modern world requires modern arms and
trained military forces. As a result of the
recent war, the European countries joining
the pact are generally deficient in both re=-
quirements, The treaty does not bind the
United States to any arms program. But
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we all know that the United States 1s now
the only democratic nation with the resources
and the productive capacity to help the free
nations of Europe to recover their military
strength,

Therefore, we expect to ask the Congress
to supply our European partners some of
the weapons and equipment they need to be
able to resist aggression. We also expect
to recommend military supplies for other free
nations which will cooperate with us in safe-
guarding peace and security.

In the compact world of today, the se-
curity of the United States cannot be de-
fined in terms of boundaries and frontlers.
A serious threat to international peace and
security anywhere in the world is of direct
concern to this country. Therefore, it is
our policy to help free peoples maintain their
integrity and independence, not only in
western Europe or in the Americas, but where-
ever the aid we are able to provide can be
effective. Our actions in supporting the in-
tegrity and independence of Greece, Turkey,
and Iran are expressions of that determina-
tion. Our interest in the securlty of these
countries has been made clear, and we shall
continue to pursue that policy.

In providing milltary assistance to other
countries, both inside and outside the North
Atlantic Pact, we will give clear priority
to the requirements for economic recovery.
We will carefully balance the military-assist-
ance program with the capacity and require-
ments of the total economy, both at home
and abroad.

EVENTUALITY OF ARMED ATTACK

But to return to the treaty, article 5 deals
with the possibility, which unhappily can-
not be excluded, that the natlons joining
together in the pact may have to face the
eventuality of an armed attack., In this
article, they agree that an armed attack on
any of them, in Europe or North America,
will be considered an attack on ail of them.,
In the event of such an attack, each of them
will take, individually and in concert with
the other parties, whatever action it deems
necessary to restore and maintain the se-
curity of the North Atlantic area, including
the use of armed force.

This does not mean that the United States
would be automatically at war, if one of the
nations covered by the pact Is subjected to
armed attack. Under our Constitution, the
Congress alone has the power to declare war,
We would be bound to take promptly the
action which we deemed necessary to restore
and maintain the security of the North At-
lantic area.

-That decision would be taken in accordance
with our constitutional procedures. The
factors which would have to be considered
would be, on the one side, the gravity of the
armed attack; on the other side the action
which we believed necessary to restore and
maintain the security of the North Atlantic
Aarea.

That is the end to be achleved. We are
bound to do what, in our honest judgment,
is necessary to reach that result. If we
should be confronted again with a calculated
armed attack such as we have twice seen
in the twentieth century, I should not sup-
pose that we would decide any action other
than the use of armed force effective either
as an exercise of the right of collective self-
defense or as necessary to restore the peace
and securlty of the North Atlantic area. That
decision will rest where the Constitution has
placed it,

This is not a legalistic question. It is a
question we have frequently faced, the ques-
tion of faith and prineciple in carrying out
treaties. Those who decide it will have the
responsibility for taking all appropriate ac-
tion under the treaty. Such a responsibility
requires the exercise of will—a will discl-
plined Ly the undertaking solemnly con-
tracted to do what they decide is necessary
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to restore and maintain the peace and secur-
ity of the North Atlantic area. That i1s our
obligation under this article 5. It is equally
our duty and obligation to the security of
our own country.

SUBJECT OF UN CHARTER

All of these provisions of the pact are sub-
ject to the overriding provisions of the United
Nations Charter. Any measure for self-
defense taken under the treaty will be re-
ported to the Security Council of the United
Nations. These measures will continue only
until the Security Council, with its primary
responsibility, takes the necessary action to
restore peace and maintain security.

The treaty has no time limit, but after it
has been in effect 20 years, any member can
withdraw on 1 year’s notice. It also pro-
vides that, after it has been in existence 10
years, it will be reviewed in the circumstances
prevalling at that time., Additional coun-
tries may be admitted to the pact by agree-
ment of all the parties already signatories.

These are the principal provisions of the
treaty.

‘Will the pact accomplish its purpose?

No one can say with certainty. We can only
act on our convictions. The United States
Government and the governments with
which we are associated in this treaty are
convinced that it is an essential measure for
strengthening the United Nations, deterring
aggression, and establishing the sense of secu-
rity necessary for the restoration of the eco-
nomic and political health of the world,

It seems absurd that it should be necessary,
in this era of popular education and highly
developed communications, to deal with al-
legations which have no relation to the truth
and could not stand even the crudest test of
measurement against realities.

NO PLANS TO MAKE WAR

I refer here to the allegations that this
treaty conceals aggressive designs on the part
of its authors with respect to other coun-
tries. Anyone with the most elementary
knowledge of the processes of democratic
government knows that democracles do not,
and cannot plan aggressive wars. But for
those from whom such knowledge may have
been withheld I must make the following
categoric and unequivocal statement, for
which I stand with the full measure of my
responsibility in the office I hold:

This country is not planning to make war
against anyone. It is not seeking war. It
abhors war., It does not hold war to be in-
evitable, Its policles are devised with the
specific alm of bridging by peaceful means
the tremendous differences which beset in-
ternational society at the present time.

Allegations that aggressive designs lie be-
hind this country’s signature of the Atlantic
Pact can rest only on a malicious misrepre-
sentation or a fantastic misunderstanding of
the nature and aims of American society.

This treaty is designed to help toward the
goal envisioned by President Truman when
he said:

“s * * Ag our stability becomes mani-
fest, as more and more nations come to know
the benefits of democracy and to participate
in growing abundance, I belleve that those
countrles which now oppose us will aban-
don thelr delusions and join with the free
nations of the world in a just settlement of
international differences."”

PEACE 1S POSITIVE

To bring that time to pass, we are deter-
mined, on the one hand, to make it unmis-
takably clear that immediate and effective
counter measures will be taken against those
who violate the peace, and on the other, to
wage peace vigorously and relentlessly.

Too often peace has been thought of as a
negative condition—the mere absence of war.
We know now that we cannot achieve peace
by taking a negative attitude, Peace is posi-
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tive, and it has to be waged with all our
thought, energy, and courage, and with the
conviction that war is not inevitable.

Under the leadership of President Truman,
the United States is waging peace with a vigor
and on a scale without precedent. While the
war was being fought, this country took the
inltiative in the organization of the United
Nations and related agencies for the collec-
tive and cooperative conduct of international
affairs. We withdrew our military forces,
except those required for occupation duties,
and quickly reduced our military establish-
ment to about one-tenth its wartime size,
We contributed generously to postwar relief
and rehabilitation.

When events called for firmness as well as
generosity, the United States waged peace by
pledging its aid to free nations threatened by
aggression, and took prompt and vigorous
action to fulfill that pledge. We have actively
sought and are actively seeking to make the
United Nations an effective instrument of
international cooperation. 'We proposed, and
with the eager cooperation of 16 other na-
tions, put into effect a great concerted pro-
gram for the economic recovery and spiritual
reinvigoration of Europe. We joined the
other American Republics, and we now join
with western Europe, in treaties to strength-
en the United Nations and insure interna-
tlonal peace and security.

WORLD TRADE EXPANSION

The United States is waging peace by pro-
moting measures for the revival and expan-
sion of world trade on a sound and bene-
ficial basis. We are preparing to carry out
an energetic program to apply modern skills
and technigues to what President Truman
has called the primitive and stagnant econ-
omies of vast areas, so that they will yleld
a better and richer life for their people.

The United States is waging peace by
throwing its full strength and energy into
the struggle, and we shall continue to do so.

We sincerely hope we can avoid strife,
but we cannot avoid striving for what is
right. We devoutly hope we can have genu-
ine peace, but we cannot be complacent
about the present uneasy and troubled peace.

A secure and stable peace is not a goal
we can reach all at once and for all time,
It is a dynamic state, produced by effort
and faith, with justice and courage. The
struggle is continuous and hard. The price
is never irrevocably ours. :

To have this genuine peace we must make
it clear that armed attack will be met by
collective defense, prompt and effective.
= Ti:at 1s the meaning of the North Atlantic

act,

THE NATIONAL HOUSING PROGRAM

During the delivery of Mr, WATKINS'
speech,

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, as in
legislative session, I submit the confer-
ence report on Senate bill 1070, and ask
unanimous consent for its immediate
consideration.

(For text of conference report, see pp.
9129-9140 of the House proceedings of
today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HiLL
in the chair). Is there objection to the
present consideration of the conference
report? :

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, this is
a report on the housing bill passed a
short while ago by the House. The re-
port is unanimously approved by the
Senate conferees,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, did the
House accept the number of units pro-
vided by the Senate?

Mr, MAYBANK., The Senator is cor-
rect. The House accepted the decision
of the Senate as to the number a year,
and also accepted the Langer amend-
ment.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the farm provisions were left
as they were adopted by the Senate.

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor-
rect, as the $25,000,000 grant provision
which the Senator’'s amendment in-
creased from $12,500,000. Some minor
concession in other respects were made
to the House conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.
NOMINATIONS OF JOHN E. SLOAN AND

MORGAN FORD

During the delivery of Mr. WaATKINS'
speech,

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me to present two
nominations, which T desire to have con-
sidered at this time?

Mr. WATKINS. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr, President, that I may be
permitted to yield for that purpose, with-
out losing the floor thereby.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, there
was unanimously reported from the
Committee on the Judiciary this morning
the nomination of John E. Sloan, of
Pennsylvania, to be United States mar-
shal for the western district of Penn-
sylvania, and the nomination of Morgan
Ford, of North Dakota, to be judge of
the United States Customs Court. The
nominations have not been placed on the
calendar. In view of the fact that the
nominations were reported this morning
I must ask for a suspension of the rule
respecting the printing of the nomina-
tions on the calendar. I now ask unani-
mous consent that these nominations
may be considered out of order at this
time.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to say that
I was conversing with a messenger and
did not catch the opening remarks of the
Senator from Nevada. Will he be kind
enough to restate them for my benefit?

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from
Missouri as a member of the Committee
on the Judiciary will recall that this
morning there was unanimously ap-
proved by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary two nominations, one to be United
States marshal for the western district
of Pennsylvania, and the other to be a
judge of the United States Customs
Court. The latter is a resident of the
State of North Dakota. I now ask, out
of order, unanimous consent that these
two nominations may be considered and
confirmed, without going on the calendar.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, may I inquire
of the Senator the reason for the re-
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quest? There was no statement made,
as I recall, in the Committee on the Judi-
ciary this morning, that such action was
intended to be taken,

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct, but

_because of the situation with respect to

appropriation bills, I have great doubt
that I, as chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, can be on the floor
either Monday or Tuesday next. I think
I will have to be in the Appropriations
Committee during those 2 days. There-
fore, I believe it to be highly important
that the two nominations be considered
and acted upon today.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I am sure
we would all be very happy to have the
distinguished Senator on the floor, and I
trust it will be possible for him to be
on the floor when action is taken, on the
nominations, but it seems to me there is
no reason shown for urgency with re-
spect to these two nominations. With all
due deference and respect for the Sen-
ator from Nevada, for whom I have the
greatest respect, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I
should like to restate what I said a few
days ago with respect to action upon
executive nominations. I believe the
nomination should be considered in regu-
lar order, under regular procedure. Iam
sure the chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary agrees with me that nom-
inations of Federal judges should be pro-
ceeded with under the regular routine.
I believe considerable time will be saved
if we follow that procedure from now on.
I am not speaking, however, only of nom-
inations of judges, but of other nomina-
tions. I agreed not to oppose considera-
tion of the nominations referred to by
the Senator from Nevada. But, inas-
much as objection has been made by a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, no action can be taken now. In
the future, however, I shall have to insist
on nominations being considered under
the regular procedure, unless an emer-
gency can be shown fo exist, and that it
is absolutely necessary that action be
taken immediately.

Mr., McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
wish to say that I consulted the minority
leader before I attempted to bring up
the nominations. One of the nominees
is a Republican, and I thought naturally
Republicans would be glad to have his
nomination acted upon immediately.

Mr. WHERRY. I agreed with the
Senator, but objection has been made by
the distinguished Senator from Missouri.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate as in Committee of the
Whole resumed the consideration of the
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.),
signed at Washington on April 4, 1949.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I shall
not attempt to duplicate the very ex-
cellent arguments that have been made
for this treaty by the Senator from Texas
and by the Senator from Michigan. In
general, I agree with the arguments
which they have made, and while I re-
spect the sincerity and the interest and
the spirit of devotion which character-
izes those who are opposed to the treaty,
I must set it down in all frankness that
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I think their arguments are very weak,
marked by a good deal of false logic, by
very inaccurate estimates of the realities
of the world situation, and that they are
overshadowed by a spirit of constantly
taking counsel of one’s fears, which is
not a spirit which ever makes for suc-
cess in the conduct of any human enter-
prise.

For reasons which I have expressed
many times in the past, I intend to vote
in favor of the ratification of this pact.
I think there is wisdom in the argument
that if the United States had given a
similar notice before World War I and
World War II, both of these wars might
possibly have been avoided. The great
advantage to me of this undertaking is
that it does announce what I believe to
be a fact, that we will not be uninter-
ested in cases of future aggression on the
nations which are signatory to this
treaty. The strength of the undertaking
lies in the American potential, which is
in back of our opposition to aggression,
and which tends therefore to make ag-
gression less likely. It is assuredly no
panacea for security, and while I hope
that it may in the end result in our being
able to reduce our appropriations for na-
tional defense, it by no means relieves us
of the need of military preparedness: in
fact, it cannot have any appreciable ef-
fect in that direction for some time.
But still, in the unhappy event that ag-
gression should occur, the pact should
make it more likely that we could meet
that aggression successfully.

Then I also agree with the argument
that, to reject the pact would be a step
fraught with the most colossal danger.
To my mind, even if the pact did not be=-
gin with the merit that I think it did be-
gin with, the act of rejecting it today
would be a most dangerous and irrespon-
sible thing to do.

Now, Mr, President, all the speculation
that I have seen rests on the assumptions
that war, if it does come, will be in the
form of an attack by the aggressor na-
tion on the nations of western Europe.
Now, that of course is one possibility,
and it should not be disregarded when
we are thinking of ways and means to
combat aggression. It is the likely prob-
ability for the first 5 years of this pact,
assuming that war is a probability. But
I ask Senators to remember that this
pact lasts for 20 years, and when we take
a long view, a 20-year view—and I think,
as Senators who are about to ratify a
20-year pact, we should take a long
view—we must come to the conclusion
that the fact that Germany on two occa-
sions tried to conquer western Europe
and failed does not seem to be sufficient
reason for concluding that another ag-
gressor will repeat the mistake that Ger-
many made twice. There is certainly at
least room for the argument that the
aggressor of the future, if it desires war,
will wait until it has developed its maxi-
mum strength, and then will attack the
United States first, knowing that once
the United States is defeated, the whole
of western Europe and the rest of the
world will drop like a ripe plum. In
either case, of course, the Atlantic Pact is
of use, although the degree of usefulness
is problematical and subject to differ-
ence of opinion. In case of an attack on
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western Europe, there will, thanks to the
Atlantic Pact, be nations in western Eu-
rope which are much better prepared and
better organized than would otherwise be
the case. In the case of an attack di-
rectly on the United States there will,
thanks to the Atlantic Pact, be nations in
Europe which are bound to us by the ties
of the pact, and which would therefore
be under an obligation to react as effec-
tively as they could against the aggres-
sion which would be undertaken against
us.

Just how effective that reaction would
be is another matter. It is as certain as
anything can be, I think, that the nations
of western Europe will never in our life-
time be able to develop offensive capa-
bilities; I mean offensive capabilities in
the sense that it will make them able to
take the war to the heart of a major
aggresser. And to talk of an arms race
as a likely development as a result of
this pact, which I think has been done
Here in the last few days, is to me utterly
fantastic. In fact, it is almost to be
regretted that the nations of Europe are
so weak that the possibility of such an
arms race is fantastic. In fact, I think
we may as well assume that in case of
an attack directly on the United States
we should prudently assume that we will
have to deal with it almost alone. This,
in turn, leads to two questions. Is there
any nation today which could success-
fully attack the United States territory?
Second, would we be ready to meet such
an attack?

Well, the best opinion appears to be
that no nation is able to make such an
attack on us at the present time, and
certainly it is a comforting thought that
no nation today can make an effective
parachute or air-borne drop on Washing-
ton or Boston or Detroit, because it is
certainly plain that if such an attack
were made today, we would be completely
unready to deal with it. Some may ac-
cuse me of being visionary and of looking
too far ahead when I bring up this pos-
sibility. But I submit that it is vital for
us here in the Senate to look ahead and
to face the worst as well as the best.

As I said before, this treaty which we
are about to ratify lasts for 20 years, and
certainly imposes upon us, who are, as
responsible men, to try to take a 20-year
view, and so, if we look ahead, we realize
that a large scale air drop on Washington
for example, cannot be met successfully
by calling out the Military Police Bat-
talion at Fort Myer, which I believe is all
we have got here, now, in the way of
troops, or that similar attacks on Boston,
Detroit, Philadelphia, St. Louis, or Chi-
cago can be met by the three Army divi-
sions and the two Marine divisions,
which is what we now have here in the
United States. The fact seems to be
that incursions of this type cannot be
met by troops which have to be trans-
ported to the scene of action. They
have to be met by troops that are already
there. This may well mean a National
Guard and universal military training
components which are scattered all over
the United States, which have it as their
prime mission to get to the air fields
quickly and start shooting, to prevent
parachute attacks from being successful.
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Is our National Guard on such a foot-
ing today, or is it dominated by the idea
of forming infantry divisions as it al-
ways did in the past?

Are our young men of military age so
organized today?

Are our laws regarding Army property
such that these weapons would be readily
available?

These and many other questions sug-
gest themselves.

We should also remember that such
attacks would be heavily aided by the
Communist sympathizers who are at
large in this country and whom it ap-
pears to be so difficult if not impossible,
for our agencies of Government to ap-
prehend and control. This kind of an
attack cannot be made successfully with-
out well-organized help on the ground
and we must assume that such help will
exist. These things require much or-
ganization and I assume that such or-
ganization work is being done by Com-
munists in this country now, at this very
minute, looking ahead to a day, 5 or 10
or 15 or 20 years from now—the dura-
tion period of this pact—when the na-
tion which desires to attack us is ready
to do so.

I mention all this because, while I am
strongly in favor of the pact and think
it is a vital step forward in our security,
it must not give us a sense of overcon-
fidence and make us lose sight of some
of the very stark realities of the situation.

This thought of the underground in
America suggests another set of ques-
tions, the first of which is, What are we
doing to encourage corresponding forma-
tions of anti-Communist pro-American
sympathizers abroad?

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] spoke about the development
of the psychological war and taking
steps which would be effective in win-
ning a war of ideas. I agree with him,
but I did not follow him when he saw
some inconsistency between a psycho-
logical war and the North Atlantic Pact.
It seems to me the two go right along
together. One of the great advantages
of the pact is that it is a powerful psycho-
logical weapon and it is bound to create
a sense of solidarity. It does not mean
we should not do a great deal more, but
I think the argument is very strong that
we should at least do this much, because
if Communists have their underground
here and elsewhere, should we not have
ours?

We know that there are literally mil-
lions of non-Communist eastern Euro-
peans. We know that they are ardent
and eager to work with us and ask only
that we provide the leadership and or-
ganization. But, of course, we cannot
provide leadership and organization
unless we have the people who speak
their languages, who are familiar with
their customs and who also know Amer-
ican techniques. If we had young men
of this type, we could organize all those
friendly to us abroad and the total would
run literally into millions of people.

Ever since my return to the Senate,
I have been sponsoring legislation which
would authorize the Army to enlist se-
lected aliens who can provide the leader-
ship and control necessary for the or-
ganization in case of aggression of that
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teeming young pro-American non-Com-
munist manhood in Europe. Last year,
the Senate adopted this legislation, but
the House did not. It has received en-
dorsement from important quarters, and
no one has ever heard a conclusive argu-
ment against it,

I submit very sincerely that we will be
negligent if we do not organize our
friends abroad, at least, as eagerly and as
efficiently as the Soviet Union organizes
its friends over here, the great difference
being that our friends would be organized
only for defense.

This does not mean that in the tragic
event of a future war we ourselves must
not always make our full effort. We
would certainly do so. The plan which
I purpose has nothing to do with a
foreign legion or with an army of mer-
cenaries or anything of that kind.
People who say that it is are confusing
the issues. America will still have to
make its full effort materially and will
still have to consecript every young man
who can serve. But, even after we have
made our full effort, we still will need as
many allies as we can get; and there in
Europe, is one big source of potential
allies which we are overlooking.

The North Atlantic Pact is an attempt
to develop friendship and solidarity, and
the method which I am proposing is an-
other attempt.

If, in case of aggression, we limit our-
selves solely to a counter attack con-
sisting of dropping bombs, we will be
overlooking a natural human asset in all
these anti-Communist Europeans who
in many ways can do more for us than
bombs can.

I may be wrong but I understand there
are 4,000,000 young Russians who are
receiving military training at this mo-
ment and that they are organized into
200 divisions. We have three Army di-
visions and two Marine divisions over
here. Why do they maintain 200 divi-
sions? It is surely not because they are
afraid that the eight or nine French
divisions presently in France and the one
or two divisions which we have in Ger-
many are threatening them. Senators
can answer that question as well as I
can.

The ending of thz blockade in Berlin,
while a good thing in itself, must not
blind our eyes to the seriousness of the
fundamental factors. What are these
factors? First is that the Soviet Union,
having mopped up Europe all the way to
the Elbe, is now engaged in mopping up
the whole of Asia. I imagine that, after
China has been taken over, Indochina,
the Malay States, and India will not be
far behind. We will then confront the
possibility of an iron curtain going
down between Asia and Japan which will
make our position in Japan exceedingly
difficult because Japan can only exist by
taking the raw produce of Asia, manu-
facturing it, and then sending it back
to the mainland again.

What good does Asia do to the Com-
munists? We hear different opinions
on that, but we certainly cannot pru-
dently doubt that in a very few years
there will be an enormous source of man-
power in Asia which can be regimented
and used and turned toward the west.
What is American policy with regard to
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these developments.
plans?

In Europe, we seem to be following
policies which are correct. The rebuild-
ing of the European economy and the
improvement of the European military
effort are all steps in the right direction,
and I hope we are pursuing them with
sufficient intensity, Certainly the Mar-
shall plan will be a very bitter disap-
pointment if at the end of it Europe is
still divided up into watertight com-
partments. This integration of Europe
is very pertinent to the discussion of
this pact because one corollary of this
pact is military aid to Europe and, in
my view, it is clearly impossible for us
even to think of arming the nations of
Europe by ourselves. If they are to arm
themselves, they must Jevelop/4 dynamic
economy similar to that which exists in
the United States which will enable them
to produce the weapons which they need.
Such a dynamic economy can only exist
in Europe if there is real European eco-
nomic integration. It is impossible to
determine, with such facilities for get-
ting information as are at our disposal
here in the Senate, whether or not this
process of European integration is going
as fast as it can go. I have faith in Mr.
Hoffman, Speaking as an American
citizen, I say prayerfully that it cannot
go too fast for me.

I heard the discussion today and yes-
terday on the question of whether a vote
for the North Atlantic Treaty is a vote
which commits a Senator to vote in favor
of a program of armaments for Europe.
I will give my judgment on it for what
it is worth. I think a Senator can vote
for the treaty and is then perfectly free
to vote as he wants to on the program
of arms for western Europe. But I think
it is a very good idea to vote in favor of
sending arms to western Europe. I say
this in spite of the statement which I
previously made that western Europe
should try to do most of her arming by
herself. But I would not want Europe,
even if she could afford to arm herself
by her own efforts alone, to do it, because
I think there is a great advantage for us
in placing some of our weapons and some
of our equipment in the hands of fhe
Europeans.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LODGE. 1 yield.

Mr, CONNALLY. I should like to ask
the able Senator from Massachusetts this
question: Is it not true that the testimony
from the State Department and other
sources was that in the event we adopt
an arms program, the countries in the
pact, in Europe and elsewhere, will be
spending in their budgets from six to
seven times as much as we appropriate?

Mr. LODGE., That is absolutely cor~
rect, and I am glad the Senator has
brought that out. Even if they could
carry the whole load of armament them-
selves, I would not want them to do so,
because there is a great advantage for
us in having our equipment in their
hands. In the first place, they would
familiarize themselves with our equip-
ment, and this gives us an advantageous
position, insofar as influencing the de-
veloping of training is concerned. More=

What are our
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over, it is very advantageous for us to
send a piece of equipment which may be
completely obsolete and which we shall
probably never use for war purposes to a
country which is closer to immediate dan-
ger, in which that equipment can be use-
fully utilized for defense and manned by
some citizen of that country. This helps
to strengthen those countries which are
friendly to us, and, in the large, strength-
ens our own position.

I realize that may be a difficult concept
for some persons to grasp. I realize there
seems to be a prejudice to the effect that
if we keep all our weapons over here we
shall be better off. But let me assure
Senators who think in that way that all
the lessons of experience and all the
teachings of common sense are against it.
In the tragic event of a war we need an
army, a navy, and an air force. And we
need allies. The more allies we have the
better. The more efficient and the more
successful- are our allies the better off
we shall be.

I know of one very distinguished
American general in the last war who
was giving his instructions to the officer
who was his agent and representative
with a very large foreign country, and
he said, “The only instruction I give you
is to say to the troops of that foreign
country that I want them to be success-
ful.” That was the only order he gave,
because he knew that the more success-
ful the troops of that foreign nation were
the better it would be not only for that
foreign nation, but for us, because they
would do more fighting, they would be
more aggressive, they would make more
gains for themselves, and that, inci-
dentally, would take the pressure off our
own troops.

I do not think there need be any
mystery or any bashfulness or any
shamefacedness about sending arms to
Europe. It seems to me it is an excel-
lent thing to do. From a legalistic
standpoint a Senator can vote for this
treaty and not vote for the arms pro-
gram, but in my judgment we should do
both.

Mr. President, I am glad to submit
myself to questioning to any Senator who
is not agreeable to my viewpoint.

Mr. DONNELL., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KERR
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Massachusetts yield to the Senator from
Missouri?

Mr. LODGE. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL, Mr, President, I have
great respect for the Senator’s knowl-
edge of military affairs and his vast ex-
perience. Could he enlighten us at all
as to his judgment as to the probhable
expense to which this country would be
put over the next few years, let us say
the next 4 or 5 years, in following out
the policy which he thinks it is wise to
follow, namely, of sending arms to
Europe?

Mr. LODGE. It is very hard to make
an estimate in dollars, and I would not
be able to do it. But I can say that I
do not hold with those who say that we
are committed to building up a military
establishment abroad that is sufficiently
large to repel any kind of an aggression
which might come. I do not think we
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are under any such commitment at all.
That would be an enormous commitment,
and would run into demands on us, and
on the nations of Europe, which I do
not think we should be called upon to
meet. I do not think there is any such
commitment at all.

As I understand, the general idea is
that we hope that the nations of Europe
will improve the quality of their military
establishments, not the quantity, but the
quality, in the next year or two, so that
those military establishments can suec-
cessfully deal with any fifth-column
movement or any border incident. Then,
if it is possible to go ahead and perhaps
increase the quantity on a moderate
scale, to a point which might enable re-
sistance for a brief period of time in case
something bigger took place, that is what
I understand to be the general purpose.
I do not think there is any commitment
in the mind of anyone as to anything
that should be done after the first year.
From the slight experience which I had
with foreign troops, I think it is very un-
wise to say how much we are going to do,
or to make any kind of an undertaking
or public announcement, because the
minute we do that there is a human in-
clination to relax and slow down, and
then to demand these things as a right.
I think we have to work along with the
matter from day to day, taking into ac-
count what we may have, and taking into
account how good a performance the
others have made.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. LODGE. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. BALDWIN. Article 9 of the treaty
provides for a Council, I read from the
article:

The Council shall be so organized as to be
able to meet promptly at any time,

The purpose of the Council is set forth
in article 9.

The Council shall set up such subsidiary
bodies as may be necessary; in particular, it
shall establish immediately a defense com-
mittee which shall recommend measures for
the implementation of articles 3 and 5.

Am I correct in my understanding that
that council, or none of its committees, is
yet organized, pending the ratification of
the pact?

Mr. LODGE. I do not know that any
of them are organized. My impression
is that none of them are organized,

Mr. BALDWIN. If that be the case,
then would we not be jumping the gun
a little if we immediately acted in Con-
gress in implementation of this pact by
approving an arms program?

Mr, LODGE. I think not. I think we
could and should go ahead with an arms
program, whether we had this treaty or
not, We have been trying for some years
to encourage Europe to integrate itself
militarily. There has been much talk in
the Senate about economic integration
of Europe, and there has been much en-
couragement given to the matter of mili-
tary integration of Europe. More prog-
ress has been made in that direction,
I think, than in economic integration—
or in political integration, in which the
progress probably is zero.
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Mr. BALDWIN. Then the Senator be-
lieves it is not necessary, before we con-
sider an arms implementation measure,
that this council should be in existence?

Mr, LODGE. I do not think it need be
in existence.

Mr., BALDWIN. Irrespective of the
pact, we could promptly carry out a plan
for arming or assisting in the arming of
western Europe, could we?

Mr. LODGE. We have done so. I
have not the figures here, but we have
sent a number of supplies to certain na-
tions of western Europe.

Mr. BALDWIN. Does not that indi-
cate to the Senator that the fact that
a Senator votes for this treaty does not
necessarily commit him to voting for an
arms implementation measure, if such
a measure is later presented?

Mr. LODGE. It does not commit him
at all, because sending arms to Europe
is something we did last year and the
year before, and is something we should
do and would do whether we had this
treaty or not.

There are in existence in Europe today
the beginnings of a unified European
armed foree. It is situated at Fontaine-
bleau, about 39 miles southwest of Paris,
and is called ‘“Uniforce.” They have an
outfit called “Unimer” meaning unified
naval force, and “Uniair” meaning a uni-
fied air force. They are drawing plans
for the common strategic defense of
western Europe. They have a staff and
have made some real progress. There
is still much friction and pulling and
hauling, but that group is in existence
which deals with that particular opera-
tion.

Mr. BALDWIN. Then would not the
Senator agree with me that there is the
embryo of the beginning of an interna-
tional police force, a thing in which
many people believe who are interested
in world peace? We have that in em-
bryo now, have we not?

Mr. LODGE. We have so far as Eu-
rope is concerned. We have not any con-
cept of dispatching an expeditionary
force here and there, which is full of
technical difficulties. I think working
one of these problems out on the ground,
in the light of existing conditions, is the
way to handle it.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. LODGE. 1 yield to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator made
some reference to a military-aid program
for 1 year. Ido notrecall precisely what
he said, but I should like to ask him
whether he understands that the obliga-
tion under article 3 with respect to mu-
tual aid, in developing and maintaining
“individual and collective capacity to re-
sist armed attack,” would expire at the
end of 1 year.

Mr, LODGE. Oh, no.

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator
agree with me that the obligations under
this treaty will endure for 20 years?

Mr. LODGE. Oh, yes. The Senator
from Missouri suggests a confusion
which has been demonstrated several
times here this afternoon between resist-
ance to armed attack, which is one thing
and sending armaments to Europe, which
is another thing., The fact that we send
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arms to Europe does not, in my view,
mean we are actively taking part in re-
sistance to armed attack.

Mr. DONNELL. Article 3, as I read
it, provides that the parties “separately
and jointly, by means of continuous and
effective self-help and mutual aid, will
maintain and develop their individual
and collective capacity to resist armed
attack.”

Mr. LODGE. Yes.

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator referred
to resistance to armed attack. I take it
the meaning of “resist” is “withstand”;
is it not?

Mr. LODGE. “Withstand”? I think
“resist” is a better word.

Mr., DONNELL. Well, the general
synonym, is it not, that is applicable to
“resist” is to “withstand”?

Mr. LODGE. I am trying to do some-
thing to you and you are trying to stop
me.

Mr. DONNELL. Yes. Inother words,
article 3 is the obligation under which,
continuously for 20 years, as I under-
stand it is, that the parties by means, not
just of 1 year’s but by means of con-
tinuous self-help and mutual aid, will
maintain and then go farther than main-
tain—develop?

Mr, LODGE. Develop; yes.

Mr. DONNELL. Develop the individ-

_ual and collective capacity of these par-

ties to “resist armed attack.”

Mr. LODGE. I will tell the Senator
what I think that means.

Mr. DONNELL. Yes; that is what I
should like to have the Senator do.

Mr. LODGE. I think it means first of
all that in the case of western Europe
those nations must, day in and day out,
make their own utmost efforf. I think
that is what the words “contfinuous and
effective self-help” mean, so far as the
nations of western Europe are concerned.

Mr. DONNELL. And “mutual aid”;
what does that mean?

Mr. LODGE. That means that there
shall be a spirit of unity among the na-
tions of Europe, and disappearance of
this petty nationalism, and that the
French, the Dutch, the Belgians, and
these other nations will really get to-
gether insofar as military organization is
concerned and help each other,

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator
exclude from the word “mutual” the
United States of America? Does not
the obligation of extending mutual aid
include an obligation on the part of the
United States of America mutually to
aid European nafions?

Mr. LODGE. Yes, in this sense, that
we will be the nation that has the sup-
plies to give out. And so we have the
right to say, “If you do not continuously
and effectively help yourselves and mu-
tually aid yourselves you are not within
the spirit of the treaty and we will not
give you supplies.” Now, if the nations
of Europe had the supplies and it was a
question of whether we were cooperat-
ing with some other signatories or not,
they could do that. The obligation
rests equally on Europe, but we cannot
get away from the fact that the country
which has the “mazuma,” so to speak, is
going to have something to say respect-
ing whether the terms of the treaty are
carried out.
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Mr. DONNELL. As was indicated by
the statement made by Secretary Ache-
son, which was read just a few minutes
ago, this country today is the only one
that possesses this ability to assist the
others? That in substance is true; is it
not?

Mr. LODGE. It is my hope that we
are going to develop more. You cannot
develop too many for me. I favor more
development. .

Mr. DONNELL. But the Senator
agrees, does he not, that this country is
the only one that has the power effec-
tively to assist, to give material aid, and
sustain the other countries along lines?

Mr. LODGE. Well, I will say that in
the field of logistics, in the field of equip-
ment, that is unquestionably true. I do
not think it is at all true insofar as man-
power is concerned; not at all. We can-
not do much for them in the way of man-
power, and they ought to understand
that. In fact, I believe that in the tragic
event of another war and if we should
have another general mobilization, after
the demands of the Air Force and the
Navy have been met, I do not see how the
Army is ever going to develop more than
35 or 40 divisions. In the past we have
always thought in terms of—we have
not got up to 100 divisions—but we have
talked about having 100 divisions. The
idea that this country is a bottomless pit,
so far as manpower is concerned, should
be completely dispelled.

Let me continue to answer the Sena-
tor’s question. We will maintain and de-
velop their individual capacity. That
word “develop” to me does not mean in
any sense of the word that we are going
to commit ourselves for 20 years to send
them so many guns every day for 20
years. I think the word “develop” means
“to improve the organization, or to im-
prove the unity, or to improve the train-
ing and the skill and the aptitude of.” I
think that is what the word “develop”
means. We can have a lot of equip-
ment over there and if we do not have
the men to use it, or if those who use it
are not organized weli and do not have
courage, the equipment is not worth very
much.

Mr. DONNELL, I fully agree that the
manpower and the organized ability to
handle the arms is, of course, very im-
portant, indeed, but the language in the
article is very broad, is it not, and not
restricted to that? “The parties will
maintain and develop their individual
and collective capacity to resist armed
attack.”

Mr. LODGE. To resist.

Mr. DONNELL. So we are not obligat-
ing ourselves just to one portion of that
development and maintenance. We are
undertaking, by means of continuous
and effective—both self-help and mu-
tual 2id—to maintain and develop the
individual and collective capacity of
these 12 signatories, ourselves being one,
to resist armed attack.

Mr. LODGE. And obviously, to go to
an absurd extreme, if we were to send so
much equipment over there that we
bankrupted the American economy and
ruined the United States of America, we
would be ruining our own individual ca-
pacity to resist armed attack, and there-
fore we would be going against the terms
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of the treaty. You can carry that to
such an extent that it will come within
the purview of the treaty from the other
end.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. President, I
have submitted today a Senate resolution
which I consider to be of great impor-
tance. I have submitted this resolution
for myself and the following Senators:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN],
the Senator from Washington [Mr,
Carnl, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapenaArT], the Senator from Vermont
[Mr, FranpeErs], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. HenpricksoN], the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HiL], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. HoEv]l, the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munprl, and the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr, STENNIS].

The purpose of the resolution is not to
thwart or oppose the ratification of the
North Atlantic Treaty. We accept the
fact that the North Atlantic Treaty will
be ratified without reservations, and I
personally favor such outright ratifica-
tion of the pact. The purpose of the res-
olition is to point the way toward a more
effective implementation of the Atlantic
Pact than that which has been suggested
in the military aid program.

We believe that the Atlantic Pact does
not go far enough nor déep enough to
preserve peace. Inasmuch as the suceess
of the Atlantic Pact will largely depend
on the manner in which it is implement-
ed, we intend to use this opportunity to
enlarge the frontiers of the Aflantic Pact
and use it as a springboard for some-
thing far better and more effective. We
expect that a substantially larger num-
ber of Senators, as well as Representa-
tives, will join this movement for a better
{mplementation of the Atlantic Pact
when the military aid bill comes before
Congress.

The resolution seeks to achieve a dou-
ble goal—the ultimate goal of revision of
the United Nations and the immediate
goal of setting up a nuclear international
police force within the Atlantic com-
munity.

I have said that this resolution is im-
portant. It is of supreme importance to
many of us because it outlines what, in
our opinion, should be the fundamental
objective of our foreign policy, together
with practical methods to carry out this
objective.

The fundamental objective of Ameri-
can foreign policy must be to fulfill the
historic mission of the American Nation,
twice attempted. That mission is to use
the power of the American Nation and
the good will of four-fifths of the world
to establish now, before it is too late, the
kind of international organization in
which no aggressor may veto the peace.

The world lives today in the shadow
of atomic catastrophe. The world is di-
vided into two military camps, feverishly
rearming for possible mutual annihila-
tion. The world lives in terrifying tur-
moil, with violent outbreaks of ideological
hatreds, destruction of the dignity of the
individual, and sporadic wars breaking
out in different parts of the world with
increasing tempo and intensity.
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There are many causes for our era of
turmoil—not enough religion, not enough
education, economic injustices, and the
diseases of our machine age, where gi-
gantic fighting machines are running
amok, '

But there is one fundamental cause,
of the First World War, and the Second
World War—a basic cause which, unless
removed now, may bring the third world
war. That cause is the simple fact that
in the community of nations there is no
higher law, there is no world judge, and
no world policeman to protect the many
peaceful nations against the violence of
the few. The need for such a world au-
thority has penetrated more profoundly
than anything else the consciousness of
the American people. The meeting of
this need should constitute the funda-
mental objective of American foreign
policy.

The American Nation has twice at-
tempted to fulfill this historic mission,
once with the League of Nations and the
second time with the United Nations.
There are those who say that the Amer-
ican people, disillusioned at the repeated
failures of the United Nations, are aban-
doning hope in the United Nations. We
say, Mr. President, that the American
people today believe fervently that the
hope of the world lies in the United
Nations.

They realize only too well that there'

are certain defects of structure in the
United Nations, notably the vicious
veto; and they will support any measures
designed to remove those defects and
to make the United Nations work for
peace. They have not given up, and we
cannot give up, the belief that peace can
come only through an effective inter-
national organization against aggres-
sion.

And they are right.

We Americans have no choice, Our
atomic, economic, and military superior-
ity is only temporary. The Soviet Union
is approaching the completion of atomic
plants. History has imposed a fateful
timetable upon our Nation. We must
therefore either conquer the world or
conguer war. We must have either an
American policeman in every country of
the world, or we must have a world po-
liceman. The American Nation has
emphatically chosen the way of a world
organization against war. It is the only
solution of every problem that now
plagues the world.

So long as we continue living under
the ever-recurring and ever-disastrous
rule of power politics, of military alli-
ances, of behind-the-scenes diplomatic
maneuvers, and in the vicious circle of
the armament race, just that long can
there be no settlement of the atomic
problem, of the German question, or of
the Chinese question. Just that long
will there be only a precarious armistice
in every land of the world, from India to
Argentina,

So long as the United Nations stands
paralyzed and impotent to prevent ag-
gression anywhere, just that long will
all our other costly sacrifices for peace—
the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall
plan, and now the Atlantic Pact—be but
temporary stopgap measures,
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Moreover, we cannot continue forever
these costly programs. Presently we are
spending approximately fifteen or six-
teen billion dollars annually en our own
military establishments. We propose to
spend between five and eight billion more
dollars on foreign-aid ‘programs. We
simply cannot continue indefinitely this
enormous burden, if we are to avoid na-
tional bankruptcy. We all know that
about 76 percent of every Federal-budget;
dollar goes toward paying for past wars
or preparation against future wars, the
bulk of it to the latter purpose. The
outlook for the future is even heavier
exXpenditures.

If by the adoption of the proposed res-
olution we can create now, with Russia if
possible, without Russia if necessary, an
overwhelming world collective front open
to all nations under a law just to all, we
shall lift the back-breaking load of the
armament race. We shall solve the prob-
lems that arise out of aggression and
fear of aggression, and, by firm action
now, avert a third world war.

Then Soviet Russia, if still defiant, will
face not the United States or its allies in
a game of power politics and bluff, but a
lawful world authority, backed by the or-
ganized might of peaceful nations; and
the Moscow rulers will find themselves all
dressed up with no place to go. They
too will soon discover the advantages of
joining peacefully what they cannot fight
with any chance of success.

This and no other must be the basic
plan of our foreign policy. No other plan
could for long avert the catastrophic war.
The world today is like a very sick man
assailed by various diseases. He has TB,
gallstones, an ulcer, a bad kidney, and a
toothache. But he also has a hemor-
rhage. Any Boy Scout can tell us what to
do. We must stop that huge social hem-
orrhage of war and preparation for war,
or bleed to death militarily and eco-
nomically,. We can stop this bleeding
if we concentrate our efforts on this
supreme task.

The distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VanpENBERG] in his eloquent
speech last Wednesday called for a
“peace crusade” following the adoption
of the Atlantic Pact, with urgent search
for some means of universal arms limita-
tion, I am in full accord with the dis-
tinguished Senator when he says that
“this is no time to let this peace momen-
tum lag or lapse.” It is to add impetus to
his thought that we are submitting our
resolution.

There are those who say that it is idle
and even Utopian to seek the establish-
ment of a strong international organiza-
tion to control wars of aggression. “War
of aggression,” they say, “is part of hu-
man nature; it is inherent in human so-
ciety. War has always existed and
always will exist.”

No greater error could be made than to
accept this moral defeatism as truth. In
every one of millions of communities
throughout the earth there exists indeed
a very effective method, consisting of a
judee and a policeman, to keep the peace.

It is true that as recently as the last
generation an international organization
against aggressive wars could not be
successfully established. There were two
main reasons for it. First, the weapons
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were largely small arms, easily produced
by almost any blacksmith shop, and
therefore impossible to inspect, control,
or eliminate. Second, there were four or
five countries of about equal power, each
seeking expansion at the expense of the
others and each arming for its periodic
wars.

Today virtually all decisive weapons
are large and complex machines, requir-
ing gigantic plants for their production.
They are easily inspectable and there-
fore controllable on a world level. In-
stead of four or five states, there is only
one state of overwhelming power, cove-
nanted to use this power as part of an
international organization.

All that is needed today to achieve
such an effective international organiza-
tion for the conquest of war are specific
and yet comprehensive methods. These
methods are outlined in the resolution
to which I have referred.

Mr. President, at this point I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REecorbp a copy of the resolution as it was
submitted earlier in the day.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 133) was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

Whereas the necessity for firm, prompt and
united defense by nations of the North At-
lantic area justifies the purposes of the North
Atlantie Treaty, now before the Senate; and

Whereas the effectiveness of the North At-
lantic Treaty will depend largely on the man-
ner and methods used to implement it; and

Whereas the best hope for world peace lies
in the capacity of the United Nations to ful-
fill its primary responsibility for the main-
tenance of international peace and security,
and a declared purpose of the North Atlantic
Treaty is to strengthen the Unlted Nations:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That the President be advised of
the sense of the Senate that a fundamental
objective in the implementation of the North
Atlantic Treaty, upon its ratification, should
be to seek without delay the revision of the
United Nations Charter so that:

A, The paralyzing veto-right in defined
matters of aggression shall be removed;

B. The rising threat of the atomic catas-
trophe be averted and the back-breaking load
of the armament race be lifted; and

C. An effective but tyranny-proof inter-
national police force be established under a
workable Security Council and World Court.
In the event that a permanent member
vetoes these revisions of the UN Charter
under its articles 108 or 109, then, under
its article 51, the Atlantic Pact should he
supplemented by a world pact for the estab-
lishment, within the United Nations, of a
larger organization for mutual defense, ded-
icated to the foregoing objectives and open
to all nations; to the end that a united world
front of all cooperating nations, in posses-
sion of overwhelming atomic and military
power, and based on the principle of enforce-
able law against aggression or armament for
aggression, shall avert, by firm action, now,
the third world war later; be it further

Resolved, That among the ilmmediate ob-
jectives in the implementation of the North
Atlantic Treaty should be:

I. The establishment, in cooperation with
other member states, of an emergency de-
fense force, to be called the Atlantic inter-
national contingent, to operate in defense
against armed attack as auxiliary to the
national armed forces of participating mem-
ber states.

The international contingent—a balanced
land, sea, and air force—should be recruited
from volunteers who are citizens of smaller

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

sovereign states only; 1. e., states not pos-
sessing their own large military establish-
ments. It should be a highly trained, well-
paid professional force, owing its allegiance
to the Atlantic Council. It should be sta-
tioned in western Germany or, upon mutual
agreement, in special bases provided by the
smaller member states. Its use and opera-
tions shall not limit the constitutional safe-
guards or processes of member states, nor
commit them to the use of their national
armed forces.

A specified part of the moneys, goods, and
lend-lease armament, when appropriated by
the United States Government in accordance
with article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
should be expended to help equip and main-
tain the international contingent.

II. The organization and command of the
Atlantic international contingent should be
vested In the special defense committee pro-
vided In article 9 of the North Atlantic
Treaty. The defense committee should con-
slst of seven delegates, as follows:
United States
British Commonwealth:

United EKingdom
Canada.

Latin Europeans:
France.
Italy
Other smaller member states (selected to
represent them collectively) ccacccaaaa
The defense committee should act upon an
affirmative vote of six out of seven mem-
bers. The detalls of representation and
voting procedure on the defense committee
may be arranged differently, provided the
paralysis arising from a requirement of
unanimous consent of all member states is
avoided.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, it is
clear from a reading of the resolution
that we do not seek a “parliament of man,
the federation of the world.” It is not
yvet a federal union of nations, held by
ties of democracy. It is certainly not a
utopian world state. It is simply a prac-
tical attempt to accomplish now, on a
world level, what was accomplished
thousands of years ago in millions of
villages, and that is peace, lawfully
enforced.

A year ago, with several other Senators,
I sponsored a concurrent resolution in
which we proposed the same ABC plan
for revision of the United Nations Char-
ter that is being proposed in part I of
the present resolution. Anticipating a
probable veto by the Soviet Union of
these just and indispensable revisions of
the United Nations Charter, we provided
for the establishment, under article 51
and within the United Nations, of a world
organization for mutual defense with its
own veto-free council and court, backed
by its own international police force. We
urged the administration to adopt the
ABC plan. The State Department then
strenuously objected that such an at-
tempt would not only cause the collapse
of the United Nations but might be in-
terpreted by Soviet Russia as an un-
friendly act.

Today the State Department has gone
much further. It is vigorously support-
ing the Atlantic Pact, which has been
interpreted by Soviet Russia as a most
unfriendly act—an exclusive military al-
liance obviously directed against her.

It follows that the objections of a year
ago are no longer valid today. Moreover,
our resolution leaves the door wide open
to a peaceful Soviet Russia and offers to
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her immediate and guaranteed protec-
tion against aggression, together with
the elimination of the atomic threat and
armament race, on exactly the same con-
ditions as for the United States. We of-
fer to Russia the choice of a revised
United Nations under article 108 or 109
with her as a partner; or, should she de-
cline this choice, compelling the rest of
us to form a defense organization within
the present UN under article 51, we are
still prepared to have her join us later
on the same conditions.

Mr. President, if article 51 is good
enough for a military alliance of 12 At-
lantic nations, how much more noble and
practical it would be to use the same ar-
ticle 51 for a world pact under a lawful
authority open to all.

This is the deeper sense of part I of our
resolution, which seeks to extend the At-
lantic Pact into a world pact. It is a de-
cisive answer to Soviet Russia, a guaran-
teed peace if the Moscow rulers want it;
or if they have other designs, a mutual
defense pact of the rest of the world in
the name of a higher law with an im-
partial world judge and an unchallenge-
able world policeman.

The second part of our resolution deals
with the specific and immediate problem
of the military organization and aid for
mutual defense of the Atlantic commu-
nity. The contingencies in helping to
equip and organize effectively the armed
forces of a dozen sovereign states, some
of which are subject to violent internal
fluctuations and Communist infiltration
are uncertain. They are particularly un-
certain in the face of a monolith Moscow
state and its satellifes under one iron
dictatorship. Unless we take steps to
meet fhese contingencies, w2 risk losing
much of the security benefits of the At-
lantic Pact.

The concept of the Atlantic contingent
in the resolution is designed both to meet
these contingencies and to serve as the
nucleus of an effective and workable in-
ternational police force. The Atlantic
contingent, together with the defense
committee provided in article 9 of the
pact, would go far to create, “on a re-
gional basis, a community of states,”
as the distinguished Senator from Utah
[Mr. THoMAS] suggested day before yes-
terday in his very excellent address.

The Atlantic contingent is not only a
sound economic investment but a sound
military concept, as demonstrated by the
past experience of similar professional
military forces. Here are some of its
obvious advantages:

Practicability: The international con-
tingent would be a superbly equipped
professional body, hand-picked from
volunteers of the smaller nations all over
the world. It could be quickly organ-
ized from the already available trained
manpower in Europe—in smaller mem-
ber-states, Poles, DP’s, and so forth.
Yet the constitutional limitations of
member-states would be preserved, while
the collective strength of their armed
forces weuld be greatly increased.

Public opinion: First, the Atlantic in-
ternational contingent in case of war will
save many American lives, by tapping
on a voluntary basis the vast manpower
resources of smaller nations—resources
hitherto poorly utilized. It will save
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British, French, and Italian lives. It
will also reduce the shock of initial at-
tacks on the troops of occupation of the
United States and its allies.

Second, to smaller nations, the inter-
national contingent will represent for
the first time a dependable, powerful,
organized force for their own collective
defense. The smaller nations, which
individually are impotent, can thus be
integrated into a collectively great power.

Third, the Atlantic international con-
tingent will appeal to peace groups every=
where as & trained nucleus that could
easily be extended into a powerful and
tyranny-proof world police force.

United States defense: Since it will be
largely equipped by American lend-lease,
and since the structure of the defense
committee would preclude its use with-
out the affirmative vote of the United
States, the international contingent
would in effect become a dependable,
additional force of the United States
armed forces.

Since members of the international
contingent are independent of national
governments, it will reduce the possibility
of any European states blocking effec-
tive operation of the North Atlantic
Treaty for reasons of internal politics
or Communist infiltration.

Economy: The money and lend-lease
expended by the United States for the
international confingent will be con-
trolled, not by other governments, but
by the defensce committee, in which the
United States has a substantial voice.
In this manner, effective military return
on American investment will be guar-
anteed in large part.

Furthermore, much of the military
equipment for the international con-
tingent and for the armed forces of
European members could be produced
under the defense committee at greatly
reduced cost, by utilizing the industrial
resources of a revived Germany—and
without risk, since the international
contingent could, alone or jointly with
. national troops of occupation, be an ef-
fective army of occupation as long as
necessary.

European defense: The demands by
France and other European nations for
large peacetime American forces in
Europe will be satisfied through the At-
lantic international contingent.

The German problem: The fear by
France and other nations of a revived
Nazi militarist Germany will be removed,
because even though the international
contingent may eventually contain a
number of German volunteer divisions,
these would be dispersed and under the
operative control and command, not of
any German government, but of the de-
fense commiftee under the Atlantic
Pact. And as for Soviet Russia, nothing
could contribute more to putting her in
a conciliatory mood than the presence
of a strong force in being, prepared for
any emergency.

Whatever objections may be raised
against this force in being, there is so
much at stake that it would certainly
seem advisable to organize in this man-
ner even a small task force, as a test.
We believe that the outcome of such a
test would be the beginning of the de-
velopment of a frue international po-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

lice force—without which no effective
international organization is possible or
conceivable.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I point
out that our resolution is extremely
simple, although, if adopted, its effects
might well result in the greatest revolu-
tion in history—the establishment of se-
cure conditions for lasting peace.

Humanity has twice in the twentieth
century attempted to establish an ef-
fective international authority to re-
strain aggressors. We must not repeat
in the implementation of the Atlantic
Pact the same tragic errors that wrecked
the League of Nations and now paralyze
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions. For the third and perhaps last
time there exists a historic opportu-
nity for the United States to help cre-
ate, through the Atlantic Treaty now,
and subsequently through a revised
United Nations, an international organ-
ization of irresistible spiritual, legal, and
military authority. This organization
must be so designed that no peaceful
nation, whatever its form of govern-
ment, may be excluded or threatened;
and that no government may be per-
mitted to rearm for aggression with im-
punity or attack a divided world with any
chance of success.

In the words of a distinguished Amer-
fcan:

The American Nation can do what no
other nation has ever done before. In the
past, rulers of nations used to declare war
upon each other. But the American Nation
can declare peace on the world.

Only it must be done now, Mr. Presi-
dent, and it must be done here.

THE FBI'S CONFIDENTIAL FILES

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
in the June 27 issue of the Washington
Star, there appeared a very interesting
and enlightening article by Rex Collier
entitled “The FBI's Confidential Files.”
In this story, Mr. Collier tells the pub-
lic why rumors as well as facts go into
those files and why their disclosure was
8 sethback for Mr. Hoover.

Again, in the June 28 issue, under the
same caption, Mr, Collier shows how the
decision to release certain secrets at the
Coplon trial shut off vital sources of in-
formation.

In fairness to a great administrator
and a great American, Mr. J. Edgar
Hoover, I hope every Member of the Sen-
ate will read these articles, so that any
bias which has developed since the Coplon
trial will be banished from our minds.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that both these articles be inserted
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star of June

27, 1949]

TraE FBI's CONFIDENTIAL FrLes—WHy RUMORS
A8 WELL as Facts Go INTO THEM, AND WHY
THEIR DISCLOSURE WAS A SeT-BACK FOR
HOOVER

(By Rex Collier)

The Federal Bureau of Investigation has
had many set-backs in its long and some-
times sanguinary warfare on public enemies,
but none of more jolting impact than the
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disclosure of its confidential files at the
Coplon trial.

When Attorney General Clark decided to
overrule Director J. Edgar Hoover of the FBI
and to permit the introduction in court of
voluminous Investigative records, he was as-
suming a tremendous responsibility. To Mr.
Clark it was a choice between two evils.
Either he must agree to the introduction of
all the Government's evidence, as required
by Judge Reeves, or he must drop the prose=-
cutlion of & case which has aroused wide pub-
lic interest.

In choosing to continue the prosecution,
the Attorney General evidently felt that Mr.
Hoover was attaching too much importance
to the sanctity of FBI files—or at least to
the particular files involved in the Coplon
case.

That Mr. Hoover attaches great importance
to this matter of safeguarding the integrity
of the agency's files there can be no ques-
tion. To him the very integrity of the FBI,
to say nothing of its future usefulness to
ge Nation, depends on the integrity of its

es.

A BODY BLOW TO INTEGRITY

And, to the FBI, the release of its con-
fidential memoranda, reports, and other
documents—including information from un-
reliable as well as rellable informants—was
& body blow to its traditional integrity. It
was more than that. It was a potentially
devastating shock to its whole modus oper=-
andi. For many of the FBI's famous cases
have started with a tip by a “confidential
informant.” The Bureau has learned by
experience that it cannot afford to overlook—
or to reject as palpably preposterous—any
report or any rumor or any “spite gossip”™
that may come to it. Even seemingly slan-
derous “spite gossip” at times has turned up
spies or dangerous criminals.

Director Hoover objected strenuously to
the release of his files because he was cer=
tain it would have two disastrous effects:
First, the fear of publicity would deter citi«
Zens from cooperating in the future with
the FBI in providing leads for investigation;
and, second, the release of confidential files
involved disclosures, or the threat of dis-
closures, that would shut off immediately
certain sources of information of inestimable
value in protecting the Nation's security.

The FBI will not comment, of course, on
what sources of information have been closed
to it as a result of the decision to let the
files become a public record. Revelations in
the New York trial of 11 Communist leaders
show, however, that the FBI has had under-
cover agents within the innermost circles
of the Communist Party, Seven such agents,
by their own consent, have taken the wit-
ness stand and given damaging testimony
agalnst the obviously surprised and outraged
defendants. The fact that the FBI was will-
ing to sacrifice these seven sources indicates
that it felt it had sufficient additional sources
to offset the losses. But the Bureau did not
anticipate that there would occur in an-
other court an action that would pose the
threat of further serious losses, through
defection of informants.

IMPORTANT CONTACTS LOST

It is reported that such defectlons in con=-
siderable numbers already have occurred.
It was hinted af the Coplon trial that the
FBI even had a confidential informant in-
side the Russian Embassy. The gravity of
the loss of such an important channel is
apparent, in view of the disclosure in the
Canadian inquiry into Russian esplonage
that Soviet embassies and legations are head-
quarters of Moscow-directed spy rings in
democratic countries.

Most of these “contacts” have been estab-
lished only after years of painstaking effort.
It takes a long time for an FBI undercover
agent to insinuate himself into a position
of trust in an espionage ring or a criminal
gang. The lives of such informants are in
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constant peril. Any serious threat of expo-
sure is enough to end their usefulness as
far as the FBI—and the Nation—is con-
cerned. And the task of bullding up new
sources of information becomes difficult, if
not virtually a hopeless one, if informants
cannot be guaranteed protection from ex-

e.
There was a third reason why Mr. Hoover
objected to the opening of confidential files
in court, and it is this reason which is re-
lated to the criticlam which has been directed
at the FEI by Dr. Condon and others. Mr,
Hoover knew that there were in these files
not only established facts but a mass of “un-
evaluated data"—tips, rumors, innuendoes
involving persons not under investigation but
whose names were mentioned in the course of
interviews regarding other persons or mat-
ters, or that came to the FBI from suspicious
neighbors, in anonymous letters, or in other
ways. He protested against the spreading of
this unsubstantiated information on the
public records and hence on the front pages
of newspapers.

Mr. Hoover belleves that all this informa-
tion, however inconsequential or unreliable,
has a right to be in the FBI secret files and
that it should remain there, secure from the
eyes of everyone except FBI investigators.

ALL TIPS ARE ACCEPTED

He believes, moreover, that he has no right
to refuse to receive any tip or listen to any
rumor or to consider any anonymous com-
munication, regardless of how fantastic it
may seem to be or may prove to be. He is
convinced that it would be wrong—in fact,
dangerous—to give any investigative official
arbitrary power to diseriminate as to what
information he will receive and act on or
what person he will investigate. To permit
such discretion, he sincerely believes, would
destroy the objectivity of any agency and
would open the way to investigative laxities
and abuses that should not be tolerated.

It is true that under the no-discrimination
policy considerable information gets into the
files that is useless because of triviality or
irrelevance. The FBI agent operates much
like a news reporter. He questions many per-
sons, takes many notes, und then makes a
report. He is trained to report even the most
insignificant thing, on the ground that small
things sometimes supply missing parts to a
bigger picture.

The FBI has been criticized for having in
its files material manifestly extraneous to the
subject under investigation, as in the case
of a Coplon-trial paper mentioning the nude
meanderings of a certain couple. But ex-
traneous or even absurd statements by a per-
son informing on another often provide a
measure for evaluating the reliability of ac-
cusations. In one instance, for example, a
citizen reported her suspicions that a Gov-
ernment employee was a Communist. When
-an agent sought her reason for the suspicions,
the woman said the man in question must
be a Communist because he paid no atten-
tion to “Keep off the grass” and other signs,
The FBI investigation resulted in the clear-
ing of the employee under tho loyalty pro-
gram,

A MATTER OF JUSTICE

Thus, the FBI agent would be unfair to the
person under investigation if he chose to
report only information tending to support
a charge of disloyalty or criminality. Nor
would the record of the case be fair to
the suspect if only unfavorable data were
included.

Dr..Condon has suggested that some limit
should be placed on the time allowed for re~
tention in the FBI files of “unevaluated"” in-
formation. How could such a safe time limit
be determined? If it were set at 6 months,
the possibility might arise that in the seventh
or eighth month some other piece of evidence
might turn up to corroborate an “unevalu-
ated” report no longer in the files, If a
search of the files failed to show any previous
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record, the second report might become a
useless bit of information, itself to be dis-
carded after 6 months., Unfortunately, not
all information bearing on a subject comes to
the Bureau simultanecusly, One piece of the
pattern may be picked up this year, another
plece or two next year, before the jigsawlike
plicture becomes clear.

[From the Washington Evening Star of June
28, 1949]

THE FBI'S CONFIDENTIAL FILES—THE DECISION
To RELEASE CERTAIN SECRETS AT THE COPLON
TRIAL SHUT OFF VITAL SOURCES OF INFOR-
MATION

(By Rex Collier)

Indignation over the publication of “un-
evaluated” FBI reports at the Coplon trial
has resulted in demands for an investigation
of FBI methods and policies. There is no
need for such an Investigation. There is
nothing unique or mysterious about FBI in-
vestigative methods. Nor are its policles dark
and sinister.

The FBI is investigated regularly by com-
petent committees of Congress. Twice each
year Director J. Edgar Hoover personally ap-
pears before the Appropriations Committees
to justify his requests for funds. More often
than not the Senators and Representatives
direct a cross-fire of searching questions at
Mr. Hoover and his assistants. They ask
gquestions which would be grossly embarrass-
ing if the methods and the policies of the
Bureau were dark and sinister. Mr. Hoover
answers all questions freely and frankly,
sometimes requesting that his answers be
received *‘off the record.” Members of the
committees have found no indication that
Mr. Hoover aspires to or approves of police-
state methods. They have found no evi-
dence to support recent loose charges that the
FEI has become, or is in danger of becom-
ing, an American Gestapo.

OPFOSES FEDERAL GESTAPO

There is no stronger opponent of a great
central Federal police agency than Mr,
Hoover. Repeatedly he has opposed sug-
gestions that his Bureau be expanded to in-
clude all Federal investigative agencies. He
does not belleve that Federal police functions
should encroach on local police authority
in any way.

Because Mr. Hoover so strongly rejects Ges-
tapo methods, he can see no merit whatever
in the contention that the FBI should exer-
cise discretion in its investigations. He
once told a prominent editor that if the FBI
ever embarked on a policy of deciding for it-

self which suspects to investigate and which

not to investigate, what information to re-
celve and what to reject, then there will be
cause to fear that it has become a Gestapo.

The prestige of the FBI has been built on
its record of nondiscrimination, on its ob-
Jectivity. No citizen is so distinguished to

‘warrant rejection, without investigation, of

a charge against him. No person is too un-
important to gain a hearing if he has some-
thing to report to the FBI.

It was an anonymous letter to the FBI
which ultimately led to the arrest and con-
viction of Maj. Gen. Bennett Meyers for
subornation of perjury. The letter made
such seemingly farfetched charges against
the prominent Air Force officer as to Indicate
spitework., Mr. Hoover read tkhe letter and,
under the prevalling arrangement with the
armed forces, forwarded it to the Air Force.
It later was brought out that a top-ranking
officer, convinced of General Meyers' inno-
cence, threw the letter in the wastebasket.
Many months later the case broke from an-
other source. General Meyers might have
gone to jail a lot earlier had the information
in the anonymous letter been properly
checked by the Ailr Force. (The Air Force
has arranged with the FBI to conduct such
investigations for it in the future.)
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HEARSAY TRAPPED SPIES

Numerous spies were caught during the
war as a result of rumors and hearsay which
the FEI took note of and investigated. Some
of the tips were of a sketchy and apparently
crackpot varlety.

A woman reported that she suspected a
neighbor of being a spy. Her only reason for
such a grave suspiclon, she admitted, was
that although he was supposed to be a doc-
tor, she never saw him carry a bag. The
agent might have dropped the matter right
there, as he had a lot of important things to
do, but he decided to check further on the
doctor. The man did, indeed, turn out to
be a German agent. He was arrested and
convicted.

At a dinner party Mr. Hoover was told by

& prominent motion-picture actress that she
suspected a man “down the street” from her
home of esplonage. She was unable to ex-
plain her suspicions, except that the man
Just “locked like a spy.” The actress was
right. The man was operating a short-wave
radio in his cellar,
. A tip that helped the FBI to round up and
convict seven members of a German Spy
ring in Detroit came from a woman Wwho
overheard the husband of one of the sples
make a remark indicating his admiration of
Adolf Hitler.

An anonymous communication to the Los
Angeles office of the FBI told of a man with
a German accent who stayed out all night
frequently. The tip led to the arrest and
conviction of a German agent.

A LANDLADY'S TIP PROVED GOOD

One member of the notorious 33-member
German espionage ring uncovered by the
FBI in New York and vicinity early in the
war was arrested as a result of a landlady’s
tip that one of her roomers was typing and
maliling letters at all hours of the day and
night.

If FBI agents had followed their impulses,
some of these tips might have been laughed
off as worthless. Some of the tips did not
produce anything tangible until long after
they went into the files. Then, r's some new
report came in, they began to make sense.

There is nothing unusual or unethical
about the practice of accepting tips from
regular informants or from citizens gener-
ally. All law-enforcement agencles do it.
And every law-enforcement agency has in its
confidential files unevaluated information of
the type made public at the Coplon trial.

If the FBI were to be restricted on the
sort of information it could accept and enter
in its records, its efficiency as the Nation's
chief bulwark against foreign espionage
would be greatly impaired. And if such re-
strictions were proper for the FBI, they would
be proper also for the Central Intelligence
Agency and the naval and military intelli-
gence branches. The effect would be to ham-
string our security forces in a most dangerous
way.

The decision to compromise certain of his
secret files was not Mr. Hoover's. He did
not even tacltly agree to the decision, de-
spite reports to the contrary. He was as
shocked as anyone that his objectlons were
overruled by the Attorney General, He had
successfully reslsted all previous efforts to
pry confidential matter from the files. Even
loyalty boards have been denied access to
such material—although careful abstracts
have been supplied.

HOOVER WILL NOT QUIT

He was shocked, but he does mot intend
to resign.

How grave the publicity decislon will prove
to be cannot be gaged until all the repercus-
sions are known. Perhaps sonhe of the un-
dercover informants who have not been
heard from since the files became public will
resume their work. Perhaps more will quit
or will disappear. The fact that the inform-
ants were identified by code letters and num-
bers did not guarantee protection, for the
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information supplied often was so detailed
as to names, dates, and places as to enable
the subject of the investigation to identify
the person who informed on him.

One thing is certain: It will not be easy
in the future to induce citizens to give in-
formation to the FBI, however vital it might
be to the national security. In the past the
FBI could assure such informants that the
sources of information would never be dis-
closed without their permission. Now the
FBI cannot give such a guaranty.

The decision to proceed with the Coplon
trial was in the nature of a calculated risk.
Mr. Clark thought the risk was worth taking.
Mr. Hoover did not. Only time will tell
which view was right. But enough has hap-
pened to date to indicate that the decision
was a costly one as far as the FBI and Its
future efficiency are concerned.

INCREASE IN AUTHORIZATION FOR FED-

ERAL:, NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSO-
CIATION

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, as in
legislative session, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 114, to provide an increase in
the authorization for the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association.

I may say that the joint resolution
was reported unanimously yesterday by
the Banking and Currency Committee.
I make this request at this time because
the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion, commonly known as Fanny May,
Is without any additional authorization
to purchase mortgages from lending in-
stitutions which require a secondary
market for their FHA and GI mortgages.

I have discussed this matter with both
the majority leader and the minority
leader. Inasmuch as the joint resolu-
tion was reported unanimously by the
committee, I wonder whether we can
take it up at this time, as in legislative
session. I request that we do so, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, is the per-
manent legislation now——

Mr. MAYBANK. The permanent
legislation, as I recall, authorizes the
FNMA to use a billion dollars, as the
report shows. As of today, has
used all its authorized funds.

This joint resolution is an autnoriza-
tion for an additional $500,000,000 for
the purchase of mortgages.

Mr. WHERRY. But I mean to say
there is permanent legislation which
finally will provide——

Mr. MAYBANK. This joint resolu-
tion merely authorizes an additional
$500,000,000. It increases the FNMA's
authorization and permits the RFC to
make that amount available to FNMA,

Mr. WHERRY. Does this measure
require an appropriation?

Mr. MAYBANK. No; it does not. It
requires no appropriation.

I may say that an attempt was made
to incorporate this provision in the hous~
ing bill, Senate bill 1070, which was
passed by both Houses after conference,
but cne of the House conferees made a
point of order against it on the ground
that it was not included in the bill as
originally passed by the Senate or the
House, and was therefore not a proper
matter for the conferees to consider.
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For that reason, it was not placed in the
housing bill. I understand that the
House of Representatives Committee on
Banking and Currency will hold a hear-
ing on this matter on Monday.

Mr. WHERRY. Let me ask the dis-
tinguished Senator how many members
of the committee were present at the
meeting, The Senator has said that the
resolution has been reported from the
committee unanimously.

Mr. MAYBANK. The subcommittee
on the RFC, of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, was meeting in con-
nection with a bill relating to the RFC,
introduced by the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FurericHT]. All the members at
that meeting agreed to the measure, and
we polled the other members of the com-
mittee after explaining the provisions of
the bill to each member. While the full
committee did not meet formally, every
member of the committee received an
explanation of the joint resolution and
agreed to report favorably.

Mr. WHERRY. So the report is
unanimous. Is that correct?

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. The Senator
from Ohio [Mr. BrickEr] was not there,
but he has been asked about it.

Mr. WHERRY. But he has approved
the joint resolution; has he?

Mr. MAYBANK. Every member of the
committee has.

Mr. WHERRY. I understand that. I
know about the measure, because I was
very much interested in the secondary
mortgage market which might be made
available,

Mr. President, I have no objection to
the present consideration of the joint
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from South Carolina for the present con-
isitic;.’rat,ion of Senate Joint Resolution

1

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. J. Res. 114) to provide an in-
crease in the authorization for the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed as follows: X

Resolved, etc., That section 302 of the Na-
tional Housing Act, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“Sgc. 302. The total amount of Investments,
loans, purchases, and commitments made by
the assoclation shall not exceed £1,5600,000,-
000 outstanding at any one time. The asso-
clation is authorized to issue and have out-
standing at any one time notes and other
obligations in an aggregate amount sufficient
to enable it to carry out its functions under
this act or any other provision of law.”

Bec. 2. Bection 4 (c) of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation Act, as amended, is
hereby amended by striking out “$2,000,000,-
000" and inserting in lieu thereof
*“$2,500,000,000.”

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate as in Committee of the
‘Whole resumed the consideration of the
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.),
signed at Washington on April 4, 1949,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, it is 15
minutes of 5. I presume no other ad-
dresses are to be made upon the pact
today, and I presume no one else desires
to address the Senate. The best thing
we can do probably is to take a recess.
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Am I correctin un-
derstanding that the Senator does not
contemplate that there will be a session
of the Senate tomorrow?

Mr. LUCAS. That'is correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. If there is to be no
session tomorrow, I merely wanted to ex-
press the hope that Senators who ex-
pect to speak on the pact will be ready
to proceed on Monday. It is of vital im-
portance that this matter be acted upon
as promptly as possible. I do not want
to hurry anybody, I do not want to push
anybody, but it seems to me that by
Monday, Senators who expect to address
the Senate should be prepared to pro-
ceed with their speeches. We want to
vote as early as possible on the treaty,
and it will not inconvenience any Sena-
tor to brush up on the subject between
now and Monday.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to say to
the majority leader that I shall be very
happy to cooperate with him in obtain-
ing a unanimous-consent agreement to
vote on the treaty some time soon.

Mr. LUCAS. I appreciate very much
that statement, coming from my distin-
guished friend from Oregon. On Mon-
day I shall attempt to obtain a unani-
mous-consent agreement. It seems to
me we should get a unanimous-consent
agreement to vote on the pact not later
than Tuesday.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, now
that we are getting into a realm of unan-
imous-consent requests, I am very glad
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
has made his observation. I have al-
ready told the majority leader I would
cooperate with him. But I think the
unanimous-consent request, if it is made,
probably should be made Tuesday. I
believe we might have an opportunity
to obtain an agreement then.

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator
mean he believes it would be possible to
get a vote on Tuesday, or that it will be
possible to get a wunanimous-consent
agreement?

Mr. WHERRY. I mean I believe it
will be possible to get a unanimous-con-
sent agreement Tuesday to vote at what-
ever time is agreeable.

Mr. LUCAS. I hope it may be possi-
ble to have all the speeches finished on
Monday.

Mr. WHERRY. I can satisfy the ma-
jority leader that the full afternoon,
Monday, will be taken up by Senators
on this side of the aisle.

Mr. LUCAS. We cannot keep any
Senator from making any kind of speech
he may want to make, whether it is on
the pact or on some other subject.

Mr. WHERRY. I assure the majority
leader that I shall do everything in my
power to cooperate.

Mr. LUCAS. I thank the Senator
from Nebraska. The distinguished mi-
nority leader cannot control individual
Senators, any more than can the Sena-
tor from Illinois, although sometimes we
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both think we can, only to find that we
are both mistaken.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, may
I put a question to the distinguished ma-
Jority leader?

Mr. LUCAS. I shall be glad to answer.

Mr. BALDWIN. Does the junior Sen-
ator from Connecticut correctly under-
stand, then, that there will be no vote
on the pact on Monday?

Mr. LUCAS. It appears now there
will not be a vote on it on Monday. I
hope we may be able to discuss in the
Benate the question of obtaining e unan-
imous-consent agreement to vote on
Tuesday, or perhaps on Wednesday. 1
should hope we might be able to vote
on Tuesday.

Mr, BALDWIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Illinois will yield, he
does not mean to say to the Senator from
Connecticut that he will guarantee there
will not be a vote on Monday, does he?

Mr, LUCAS. No; I do not mean to
guarantee anything.

Mr. WHERRY, I think I can guaran-
tee it, because I am satisfied there will
be so many speeches that there cannot
be a vote on that day.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am not opposed to
voting at that time.

Mr, WHERRY. I understand.

Mr. LUCAS. I cannot predict; but,
if no more speeches were to be made,
the vote might come then.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois desire to take up
the consideration of the Executive Cal-
endar?

Mr. LUCAS. Before we do that, I un-
derstand the Senator from Louisiana has
a few remarks he desires to make on
some very important question, and I
shall yield the floor, if he so desires.

BASING-POINT PRICING SYSTEM—S. 1008

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I rise to
speak briefly with regard to Senate bill
1008, the hill to legalize the so-called
basing-point pricing system. When this
bill was passed by the Senate I stated
that not only had I voted against it but
that I feared the antitrust laws would
be seriously weakened by the passage of
such legislation. Fortunately for the
little-business man of America, two
amendments offered by the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KerAuver] were adopted
by the Senate which would have the ef-
fect of protecting the little-business man
from wanton destruction at the hands of
the monopolistic enterprises of America.

The arguments for the legalization of
the basing-point system and for the
legalizing of all freight absorption have
been based on the contention that there
was confusion in the law and that the
little-business man did not understand
where he stood. It was thus argued that
we should clarify the law; but, Mr. Presi-
dent, the battle over Senate bill 1008 did
not come over the clarification of the law.
It came over the devious efforts of the
great industrial giants of America to de-
stroy the antitrust laws and the re-
sistance that they have met from those
who understand the plight of the small-
business man of America. As Senate bill
1008 read prior to the adoption of the
EKefauver amendments, there was no
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doubt but that 20 years of antitrust work
which had been conducted by Congress,
the Federal Trade Commission, and the
courts, was being set aside. Let me give
a simple example of what this bill would
have permitted.

Prior to the Robinson-Patman Act,
congressional investigations disclosed
that manufacturers and suppliers of
groceries, for example, were selling to the
great retail chain stores at a price below
their ordinary wholesale prices. Picture
the position of an independent merchant
who -was located down the street from
the chain store. His wholesaler was hav-
ing to purchase supplies, which were in
turn sold at a mark-up to the retailer, at
a price far higher than that paid by the
chain stores. In some cases it had been
shown that the chain stores were acquir-
ing their products at a price as much as
30 percent lower than the small inde-
pendent merchant.

Yes; we had antitrust laws at that
time. We had the Sherman Antitrust
Act and the old Clayton Act, neither of
which were of the least benefiteto that
small merchant who was being driven
out of business. Why, Mr. President?
Because invariably, every time an at-
tack was made upon these discrimina-
tory practices, the suppliers argued that
they were meeting competition in good
faith in order to get the business of the
chain stores; and the meeting of com-
petition in good faith was a complete
defense at that time.

Now was not that wonderful for the
small independent merchants of Amer-
ica? All the great manufacturers and
processors of food were in good faith.
What wonderful faith they were in.
They were simply destroying all the
small merchants of America in order to
meet competition in getting the business
of the chain stores. Should good faith
be a complete defense to such a prac-
tice? Should it be considered as being
in good faith when the independent mer-
chants of America are being destroyed?
Certainly Congress did not think so in
1936 when it passed the Robinson-Pat-
man Act.

Now, how had the Robinson-Patman
Act changed this situation? Well, the
Robinson-Patman Act provided that
there can be no such discrimination in
price regardless of the element of good
faith when the effect—eget these words,
Mr. President, the effect—when the ef-
fect might be to injure, destroy, or pre-
vent competition. Thus began the first
successful efforts by the independent
merchants to save themselves from de-
struction at the hands of the chain
stores. This was no hastily considered
law, Mr, President. This was a culmi-
nation of a battle that raged for many
years. This was a culmination of care-
ful congressional investigations.

With the protection of this law the
small-business man was given relief, but
it took more than just the Robinson-
Patman law to save the small-business
people of America. It also took vigorous
enforcement by the Federal Trade Com-
mission and the Department of Justice.
Unfortunately, Congress has been too
niggardly in the appropriations for the
Department of Justice and the Federal
Trade Commission, with the result that
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these big monopolies have been able to
continue their vicious practices year aft-
er year since 1936; but we are beginning
to get results, Mr. President; and I sub-
mit that there is no better proof of the
fact that results are being obtained in the
fight against the great monopolies of
America than the fact that the monop-
olies are here on their knees at this ses-
sion of Congress, beseeching us to subtly
destroy the Robinson-Patman Act.

What brought this about? Well, for
one thing, the Morton Salt Co. case, de-
cided by the Supreme Court, forcefully
announced that a manufacturer in dis-
criminating between a big purchaser
and a small purchaser was limited in the
amount of favoritism he could show the
large purchaser to factors such as differ-
ence in cost of production. And then
only this year the great Oil and Gas
Trust took a shocking defeat in the Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals in the Standard Oil
of Indiana case. I was informally ad-
vised by Mr. Bergson, of the Department
of Justice—and I might pause here to say
it is passing strange to me that the lead-
ing antitrust attorney in the Justice De-
partment should be one of the foremost
authorities for destruction of the anti-
trust laws—as I was saying, I was in-
formally advised by Mr, Bergson that he
considered the Standard Oil decision bad
law and that he believed it should be set
aside.

Now what were the facts in the
Standard Oil of Indiana case? As I un-
derstand them, they boil down simply to
this: The Standard Oil Co. was selling to
four concerns in Detroit, whom it chose
to describe as jobbers, gasoline at 1%
cents below that at which they were sell-
ing gasoline to all the other filling sta-
tions.

Thus the other filling stations were be-
ing driven out of business. If this prac-
tice had not been restrained, there was
no hope for the independent filling-sta-~
tion operators to survive, because the
mark-up of a gallon of gasoline is only
about 3 cents. So a complaint was filed
before the Federal Trade Commission on
the ground that it was unfair for Stand-
ard Oil to sell to a few stations far below
the price at which it was selling to the
others.

What was the defense of the Standard
0il Co.? What was their answer to this
practice which was going to destroy in-
dependent filling-station operators by
the hundreds and possibly by the thou-
sands? You guessed it, Mr. President.
The defense of the Standard Oil Co. of
Indiana was those two wonderful words
“good faith”—meeting competition in
good faith. Standard Oil said that if
they did not give such extraordinary dis-
counts to a few stations their competi-
tors would probably get the business at
the same price.

Mr. President, I certainly would not
be against Standard Oil lowering the
price of gasoline, I would be tickled
pink to see it done, but I say if they are
going to lower the price of gasoline they
should lower the price of gasoline for
everybody, not lower it for four or five
concerns in order to permit them to drive
everybody else out of business. And,
parenthetically, I would state that when
the independent operators are driven out
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of business a very odd thing has usually
happened—namely, as the banks fore-
close on the mortgages of these little
filling-station operators the big oil com-
panies bought the stations at foreclosure
sales for a mere fraction of the actual
investment.

So the United States Circuit Court of
Appeals decided, and I think correctly
s0, that it was no defense that the Stand-
ard Oil Co. of Indiana had a dancing
partner who was willing to do the same
thing, that it made no difference whether
they were meeting competition or not,
that did not justify this unfair discrim-
ination against the rank and file of fill-
ing-station operators under the terms of
the Robinson-Patman Act.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the in-
dependent retail filling-station operators
and the independent grocers of America
celebrated their victory too soon, because
while they were celebrating, the Oil and
Gas Trusts, the Steel Trust, the Cement
Trust, as well as the other great monop-
olies of America, were combining their
power, not for another legal battle, they
had been to the courts often enough;
they knew what the courts would do, but
for a subtle battle in Congress in the at-
tempt to clarify the law.

Here we get down to the meat in the
coconut. Isthere anybody who really be-
lieves that the power behind the drive to
pass Senate bill 1008 is to clarify the law?
If that were the case we would not have
seen the heated battle that occurred yes-
terday on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. No, Mr. President, thisis a
move to destroy the law, not to clarify it;
and the No. 1 law for destruction is the
greatest law ever passed for the protec-
tion of small-business people, the Robin-
son-Patman Act.

Without the Robinson-Patman Act the
Standard Oil and Gulf Companies, for
example, could decide that they were
going to sell gasoline to the one largest
filling station in each city of America at
& price exactly one-half of that at which
they would sell to anyone else in the city.
Not one other filling station in those
cities could survive such competition, not
because they were inefficient, but only be-
cause they would have to pay an impossi-
ble price for the gasoline which they sold
at their pumps.

Senate bill 1008, as amended by the
substitute of the senior Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'ManoREY], would have
made the argument of meeting competi-
tion in good faith a complete defense to
any antitrust prosecutions. There really
should not be any doubt about this, Mr.
President. No one should be confused,
because prior to the tifne the Robinson-
Patman Act was passed, this type of
thing was what actually did happen. We
would have no difficulty in determining
how the law would work because we know
how it did work before the Robinson-
Patman Act was passed. Some will argue
that the Sherman Act might save the
situation, on the ground that these things
could not be done unless it was being done
by conspiracy and that we might be able
to prove conspiracy. In answer I refer
President, where this practice actually
to the Standard Oil of Indiana case, Mr.
was being carried on, even in contraven-
tion of the Robinson-Patman Act.
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If it was being done against the law,
how can we expect to prove any such
conspiracy when the law upon which the
antitrust prosecution was based is elimi-
nated? No one was in a position to prove
that Standard Oil was in conspiracy,
no one was in a position to prove that
Standard Oil was not meeting competi-
tion by selling gasoline to a handful of
stations in Detroit at 115 cents below
the price to all the stations generally.
They proved only that the effect would
be—and here again I stress these words—
that the effect may be to injure, lessen,
or destroy competition. That is what
the backers of Senate bill 1008 have been
trying to eliminate, looking to the effect
rather than having to take on the im-
possible burden of proving collusion.

So let us quit talking about clarifying
the law. Let us talk about destroying the
antitrust laws when we debate Senate
bill 1008. Fortunately, some of us who
have been fighting to save the small-
business man of America have made
pretty good progress in this battle. The
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
KrerauveEr] immediately perceived the
danger to the small-husiness man con-
tained in the O’'Mahoney bill, and he
quickly drew and offered amendments
designed to save the small-business man
from destruction. These amendments
were not carefully worked out, they were
necessarily done in great haste, and yet
their effect was such as to put the great
trusts and monopolies of America into
consternation.

What words did the Senator from Ten-
nessee offer? Well, on page 2, after the
phrase “to absorb freight to meet the
equally low price of a competitor in
good faith,” he inserted the following
words parenthetically: “except where the
effect of such absorption of freight will
be to substantially lessen competition.”
On page 3, after the words “That a seller
may justify a diserimination,” he paren-
thetically inserted the words “other than
a discrimination which will substantially
lessen competition.”

Those little words “to prevent discrim-
ination where the effect would be to sub-
stantially lessen competition” made the
bill completely unacceptable to some
Members of the Senate and to some
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, and it also made the bill totally un-
acceptable to the giant monopolistic in-
terests of America.

I spent much of yesterday watching
the battle in the House of Representa-
tives to save the small-business man,
and I might say that I was extremely
proud of the valiant fight of our two
Louisiana Representatives, Representa-
tive Epwin WiLL1s, of the Third Distriet,
and Representative HALE Boges, of the
Second District, for the part they took
in that erucial debate. The House com-
mittee was attempting to strike the
Kefauver amendments. At the outset it
appeared certain that the House would
strike these amendments, but when the
Members of the House of Representatives
caught on to what was being done they
decided to back Representative CARROLL’S
amendments, which not only had the ef-
fect of retaining the Kefauver amend-
ments, but of improving and strengthen-
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ing them to give greater protection to
the small-business people.

Ordinarily we would feel that a victory
had been won for the small-business peo-
ple of America, but again we see that we
would be celebrating too early if we re-
joiced before Senate bill 1008 has been
finally disposed of.

Under the rules as I understand them,
from the limited opportunity I have had
to study our rules, when there is a differ-
ence between the House and Senate con-
ferees on a bill, the conference committee
should never go beyond the intention of
the two Houses and should attempt to
reconcile their views. It is not permis-
sible under the rules completely to change
the intention of a section when both
Houses are in substantial agreement.

Ordinarily, in a case such as this, there
would be little to confer about when a
bill goes to conference. For example, on
page 2 of the Senate bill there appeared
the words “except where the effect of
such absorption will be to substantially
lessen competition.” And instead the

‘words were inserted, “except where such

absorption of freight would be such that
its effect upon competition may be that
prohibited by this section.” Thus refer-
ence was made to the early part of sec-
tion 2 (a) of the Clayton Act, as amended,
which prohibited discrimination “where
the effect of such discrimination may be
substantially to lessen competition or
tend to create a monopoly in any line of
commerce, or to injure, destroy, or pre-
vent competition.”

. Thus the Carroll amendment had ex-
actly the same purpose as the Kefauver
amendment except it was more carefully
drawn and more protective of the small-
business man.

On page 3 of Senate bill 1008 where
the words “other than a diserimination
which will substantially lessen competi-
tion” had been inserted by the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Kerauverl, the
House substituted the words “except
where its effect upon competition may
be prohibited by this section,” thus sav-
ing the Kefauver amendments and
strengthening them. It would, there-
fore, appear that there is very little for
anyone to confer about, and no need of
any conference on this matter. We
might as well accept the House version
of the bill, because it has been carefully
considered and it has improved upon the
amendments offered by the junior Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER].

But I see that this is to be an exception,
Mr. President. I now read that an ef-
fort will be made again to destroy the
Robinson-Patman Act, which is directly
confrary to the intentions of both the
Senate and House, as evidenced by their
support of the Kefauver amendments in
the Senate and the Carroll amendment
in the House. Iread from page 2 of the
Journal of Commerce of New York, the
edition for Friday, July 8, 1949, this
morning’s paper:

Representative CeLLER, who is sponsoring
a drive to end the Robinson-Patman Act—

Perhaps Represantative CELLER has not
expressed that thought publicly, but at
least the Journal of Commerce had it
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straight; the object is to end the Robin-
son Patman Act—

Representative CeLLer, who is sponsoring
a drive to end the Robinson-Patman Act, was
very dissatisfled with the House action in
accepting the Carroll amendment.

“This will mean a continuation of the con-
fusion which the bill was supposed to clear
up”—

Which means it was supposed to elimi-
nate the Robinson-Patman Act—
he told the Journal of Commerce. “How-
ever, I hope to have the wording of the
Carroll amendment changed when the bill
goes to conference.”

When it was suggested to Representative
CeLLER that he would be caught between the
wording of the Eefauver and Carroll amend-
ments in conference, he replied: “Oh, not
necessarily. A lot of things can happen in
conference., I think we can straighten it out
satisfactorily.”

What does that mean? That can
mean only one thing, it can mean only
the abolition of the Robinson-Patman
Act in conference. Is not that wonder-
ful? The Senate went on record unani-
mously in favor of saving the Robinson-
Patman Act when it adopted the Ke-
fauver amendments. The House went
on record by a great majority, once it un-
derstood what it was all about, in favor
of saving the Robinson-Patman Act,
when it adopted the Carroll amendment
yesterday after a very heated debate.
But now the conference would do what
could not be done on the floor of either
House, namely, destroy one of the strong-
est statutes ever drawn for the protection
of the small-business people of America.

Mr. President, I wish to call to the
attention of everyone who is desirous of
saving small business in America fhat
the battle is still on. The monopolies
are still at work; their lobbies and their
influential friends have not relented for
one moment. If we accept the House
version of the bill, the great trusts of
America will have accomplished little in
this session of Congress. S. 1008 as
amended by Representative CARROLL
gives the trusts of America only about
1 percent of what they had hoped to ac-
complish. I considered it a bad bill even
as amended, but its subtly deceptive pur-
pose of destroying the Robinson-Patman
Act has been eliminated. I will vote to
agree to the House amendment at the
first opportunity, not because I believe it
a good bill, but because I believe it is a
complete disappointment to the great
lobbies and powerful interests who are
trying to overcome the effects of our
antitrust laws, because I believe when
they expected to reach into the coop and
pull out a chicken they came out with
a mere handful of feathers.

I wish they had come out completely
empty-handed; but I fear that a failure
to dispose of S. 1008, while we have pulled
most of the vicious monopolistic teeth
from it, might yet give che vested inter-
ests of America a chance to deceive, mis-
lead, or fool us into carrying out their
carefully conceived designs.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. Iyield tothe Senator from
Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. Has the able Senator
noticed that every time the courts give
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some meaning to the antitrust laws of
the country, pretty soon thereafter we
find legislation proposed in the Congress
to emasculate the decision of the courts?

Mr. LONG. I may say to the Sena-
tor that I find it very odd that every time
a decision is handed down that would
hurt a little-business man, that seems
to be about the end of it, that clarifies it
all satisfactorily, but every time a de-
cision is rendered against a giant monop-
oly, or the trusts, it is very confusing,
and Congress has to change the whole
law, so that we start all over again.

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, I think
the Senator is to be commended for the
very fine speech he has just made, and
I wish to suggest to him that if the
conferees should seek to defeat the clear
intent of both the majority of the Sen-
ate and the House, as set out in the
Senator’s speech, we might be here long
after September 1, when the conference
report comes bhack.

Mr. LONG. I would certainly agree
with the Senator in that, and I would like
to say, further, that personally, as much
as I admire the members of the Senate
and the House committees, I am dissatis-
fied with the way in which they handled
this matter. Hearings were held on one
basing-point bill. After the committee
got through with the hearings they sub-
stituted another bill on which no hear-
ings had been held. When the bill came
on the floor, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'MaHONEY] substituted another
bill, which we had not had a chance to
study. So no Senator knew what was
going to happen from day to day, and no
one knew what bill we were to vote on.
Some may have had a chance to study
the bill, but I did not. I had about 24
hours’ notice.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEerauveR] got some crucial amendments
added to the bill. When the bill got to
the House side, two witnesses were called,
both Government employees, and the
little independent retail merchants were
denied any chance to be heard. The
wholesalers’ associations were denied any
chance to be heard, and the independent
petroleum retailers were denied any
chance to be heard.

I do not have too much confidence in
the action of the conference, when these
committees would not let these people
be heard on the House side, and cer-
tainly not when the bill is rushed in this
way, and when we have a declaration by
the chairman of the House committee to
the effect that he wants to change the
obvious intention of the Members of both
the House and the Senate.

I think it is demonstrated that the
House and Senate would like to save the
antitrust laws and woeuld like to save the
small-business men from being run out
of business.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. McMAHON. I am not at all in
disagreement with the objectives which
the Senator has just stated, but I may
say that for some weeks I sat as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, starting last Novem=-
ber, in the hearings before the subcom-
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mittee under the chairmanship of the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART].
We heard many witnesses, and took a
great deal of testimony.

Without in any way commenting on
the Senator’s criticisms of the particular
bill we are discussing, I wish to say that
unless our manufacturers in New Eng-
land, and in my State of Connecticut
particularly, can absorb freight, they
cannot remain in competition with the
manufacturers who are in the markets
where much of our Connecticut products
are sold. For instance, we have in New
Haven a concern which employs 300 or
400 people, manufacturing an article
which is sold in competition all over
the country. The big competition is
from a manufacturer in Cincinnati. We
cannot compete with the Cincinnati
manufacturer in the Midwest unless we
can legally absorb freight.

Mr. LONG. I should be happy to give
the Senator my opinion on that matter.

Mr. McMAHON. I merely desire to
say to the Senator, and for the RECORD,
that we cannot hope to stay in business
in Connecticut, in my opinion—and of
course I have some duty to the people
of my State, as the Senator has to
his

Mr. LONG. Which the Senator from
Connecticut is very well discharging.

Mr. McMAHON. Unless we can com-
pete with the stove raanufacturer, we will
say, in Cincinnati, who sells in that im-
mediate neighborhood. What we do if
we cannot compete is to grant him a local
monopoly, and thereby we build up a
bigger monopoly than if we were per-
mitted absorption of freight.

Mr. LONG. I should be glad to state,
in regard to that point, that we have no
objection whatsoever to anyone any-
where competing, If the Senator from
Connecticut would like to see his people
compete, I am tickled pink to see them
compete. What I want is to give us a
chance to compete. We simply want fo
keep the law that would protect against
practices which would destroy competi-
tion, and that is my objection to basing-
point practices being followed. The
Senator wants his people to be allowed to
absorb freight, and there is no doubt in
my mind that that is legal. But if they
are to absorb freight in such a way, as a
systematic practice, that it is going to
destroy competition, and discriminate in
such a way as to eliminate competition,
or prevent competition, that is what we
want to stop. We are hoping to com-
pete with Connecticut in anything we
produce. We do not want to see com-
petition eliminated, If the Senator
wants his industries to compete I think
he would like Senate bill 1008 changed,
as proposed by the amendments.

Mr. McMAHON. I want to say that
one of the attorneys of the Federal
Trade Commission came before our com=-
mittee and testified that in his opinion
the absorption of freight was per se il-
legal. He said that regardless of wheth-
er the manufacturer was in conspiracy
or not, it was illegal to absorb freight.
This gentlemen contended that the mar-
kets where there were raw materials ex-
isting in the ground were entitled to
the benefit of the natural resources that
were there, thereby implying that if we
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have to get our raw materials and fabri-
cate them in Connecticut we would just
have to take our chances of there being
a lessened production ir our State.

I certainly have no intention of tear-
ing down the fabric of the antitrust laws.
But I also say that I shall fight against
any application of those laws which pro-
hibit the manufacturers in New England,
more particularly in Connecticut, from
competing with any manufacturer in
the country by way of freight absorption,
providing he does not do it by way of
conspiracy with some other manufac-
turer.

Some of the officials at the Federal
Trade Commission hold that the very
fact that day after day the freight is
absorbed is systematically destroying
competition. With that contention I
certainly do not agree.

Mr. LONG. I would say that the sys-
tematic absorption of freight oftentimes
indicates that competition is not being
destroyed, but simply being eliminated.
For example, there is the Gulf Oil Co.,
there is the Texas 0Oil Co., there are vari-
ous other oil companies operating in
America. They produce oil and sell it in
some cases Nation-wide. They all agree
on the same price. They have a sys-
tem of freight absorption. There is not
the least question in my mind that that
has the effect of actually destroying=or
eliminating price competition. All the
merchants, all the gas stations which sell
their gas have to pay the same price.
Maybe that is all right. There has been
no attack on that. But what I say is
that S. 1008, without the Kefauver
amendment, would permit an oil com-
pany to absorb freight for one station
and refuse to do the same thing for an-
other station right across the street.

If the Senator would like to compete
with anything we have in Louisiana, I
shall be glad to have him compete. I
believe in competition. I want to save
competition and to save the antitrust
laws, which guarantee that there shall
be competition.

If we can establish such an industry
as is being established at Daingerfield,
Tex., the Lone Star Steel Co., which is
trying to establish a local plant there,
we would be glad to have it compete
with anything that Bethlehem Steel or
United States Steel can send into our
territory. But there could not be such
competition unless the Kefauver amend-
ment is adopted. We do not want the
Bethlehem Steel Co. or the United States
Steel Co. to say that they are not meet-
ing competition over the whole country,
but only within 300 miles of Daingerfield,
Tex. So within 300 miles of Dainger-
field, Tex., where an infant industry is
trying to get on its feet, they absorb the
freight in that area in such a manner as
to destroy that infant industry.

I am in favor of what the law permits
now. I am in favor of any industry in
any part of the country competing with
us in what we produce. All I want is a
chance to compete. At the present time
we do not have much chance to com-
pete, because we have very little indus-
try in the South. I am in favor of all
the competition we can get. What I am
against is these practices which result
in elimination of competition, under
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which everyone charges the same price,
and where they can systematically cur-
tail competition

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. McMAHON, Lest there be any
misunderstanding about it, I will say
that I am against all conspiracies to vio-
late the antitrust laws. There is no ques-
tion about that at all. But I would point
out to the Senator that what he is plead-
ing for is tkat the other steel compa-
nies—or take my stove company in Con-
necticut, or the manufacturer of any in-
dustrial product—be kept out of that
Texas market. What you do is to set
up the Lone Star Steel Co. You set
them up with the local monopoly for
300 miles around, and they can charge
up to the point that the other manufac-
turers would have to charge by adding
freight. What you do is to build up a
local monopoly and you deprive the peo-
ple of that territory of the lower prices
they could pay.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, that is a
very interesting argument. Someone
says, “You are going to set up a local
monopoly,” because a man has a com-
petitive advantage around his front
door. So to prevent any chance of local
monopoly you are going to establish a
Nation-wide monopoly, bring the Nation
under one monopoly, with everything tied
up together.

With respect to the point of local mo-
nopoly, before about 1880 there were
nothing but f. o. b, factory prices. In
about 1880 the giant industries of Amer-
ica got a few ideas from the German
companies, and about that time they
agreed on a new system whereby they
would absorb freight, and so they could
all arrive at the same price. The prices
charged around a mill were ridiculously
high.

The Senator will invariably find in his
State that where the factories absorb
freight the consumers in the neighbor-
hood are obliged to payv a terribly high
price for the poods. The Senator’s part
of the country, however, is not the only
part of the country where certain per-
sons are enjoying monopolistic advan-
tages. In my own home State we have an
oil-refining company which sells its gaso-
line for the same price in Baton Rouge as
it does in New York. They are not sell-
ing it at the same price in New York by
way of gratuity. If they can sell it in
New York at the same price they sell it
in Louisiana, certainly they are making
a terrible profit in Louisiana. I under-
stand the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee of the Senate is investigating that
situation. That practice might be the
same as the practice indulged in by some
of having a price leader. Without the
two amendments added to the bill, I point
out that that type of monopoly is going
to be legalized too. Acting independent-
ly they would be able to do this. The
monopolies have had much experience.
They have had experience of this sort for
60 years, and they can figure out how to
make it work.

Mr. President, if we pass Senate bill
1008 without the Carroll or the Kefauver
amendments in it, I expect the United
States Steel Corp. to set up one basic
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price of steel throughout the entire
United States, whether they ship by rail,
by water, or do not ship at all. The
consumer will be obliged to pay one price,
as the consumer of gasoline does. I am
opposed to that type of monopoly.

Yet when it is proposed to set up a little
independent business it is contended that
it becomes a regional monopoly, merely
because it has a competitive advantage
in doing business in ils immediate area.
It might as well be said that the United
States Steel Corp. has a regional monop-
oly around its plant. It might as well be
said that the Standard Oil Co. in Louisi-
ana has a regional monopoly in Louisi-
ana. Iam frankly satisfied with the way
the Standard Oil Co. operates in Louisi-
ana. I do not care whether it ships oil in
from Maine or from any other place. 1
am satisfied to see it sell gasoline
throughout America on the same terms
as in Louisiana, but it is wasteful and
uneconomic to ship gasoline halfway
across the country or halfway across the
world when you can buy gasoline proc-
essed in your own back yard.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. McMAHON. I want the Senator
to understand I am not commenting on
the EKefauver or the Carroll amend-~
ments. I am going to give them more
study before we vote on the conference
report. What I wanted to point out to
the Senator was that the absorption of
freight by individual manufacturers so
that they may compete in distant mar-
kets, is ahsolutely essential if industry
in certain parts of the country is going
to survive,

If the Senator says that 100 years ago
industry should have existed only at the
points where raw materials were avail-
able, there might be something to be
said for that argument. But we are
dealing with a situation in which plants
in Connecticut and other parts of New
England take raw materials from other
parts of the country, fabricate them, and
send the products out. It stands to rea-
son that, so far as we can help it, we
are not going to permit a law to be passed
which will bar us from absorbing freizht
in order to sell in distant markets. We
are not going to commit suicide if we
can help it.

Mr. LONG. I will say to the Senator
that it is my opinion—and I am confi-
dent in my own mind—that what he
said he would like to see, namely, that
merchants be permitted to absorb
freight to meet competition, in the ordi-
nary sense, is completely legal today. If
there is any doubt in his mind about
whether or not it is legal, we can pass
Senate bill 1008 with the Carroll amend-
ments and the Eefauver amendments,
and it will be very clearly legal. What
those amendments do is to prevent that
device from being used to destroy, elimi-
nate, or prevent competition.

Mr. McMAHON. Isthe Senator aware
of the fact that there is a considerable
body of opinion in the Federal Trade
Commission which believes—and I can
show the Senator the testimony—that
the absorption of freight is per se illegal,
without regard to conspiracy? I can
show the Senator that testimony. A very
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fine lawyer in the Federal Trade Com-
mission, for whose integrity and intelli-
gence I have the highest respect, and
who has very great influence in the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, was very frank
on the subject. He was bold as brass
about it. He said, “I believe that under
the law the absorption of freight is per se
illegal.”

Mr. LONG. I will say to the Senator
that my impression has been that those
who were for opening the door wide, let-
ting down all the bars and ripping holes
through the antitrust laws have been of
the opinion that all freight absorption is
illegal. I do not think so. I believe that
so long as one is not destroying competi-
tion there is no doubt about the legality
of it. If there is any doubt about it, that
doubt will be cleared up by Senate bill
1008 with the Carroll amendments or
the Kefauver amendments. In my opin-
jon, as the law presently exists, the small-
business man is protected. He will be
protected if we do not enact any new
legislation. But if we permit the pro-
posed law to be enacted as it was orig-
inally before the Senate, or if we permit
it to be enacted in the form recommend-
ed by the House committee, in my opin-
jon it will be responsible for the destruc-
tion of hundreds of thousands of small
independent merchants, manufacturers,
and processors.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate as in Committee of the
Whole resumed the consideration of the
treaty, Executive L (81st Cong., 1sf sess.),
signed at Washington on April 4, 1949.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I have
received a letter from Mr. Henry Wal-
lace, dated July 5, and have read it with
interest. I understand that the same
letter has been sent to all my colleagues
in the Senate, so I am replying to it here
and now.

His argument seems to be that our
Government’s foreign policy, which in-
cludes the Marshall plan, already in
effect, and the North Atlantic Pact, now
being considered, should be abandoned
because of the present economic situa-
tion. He claims that the Marshall plan
has been a failure and that the pact
will make the situation even worse. His
alternative policy is that an accord should
be reached with the Soviet Union.

He admits that the Paris Conference
reached a limited accord with the Soviet
Union, but does not understand that this
fact was a result of the Marshall plan,
and a tribute to its success. Since he
implies that the North Atlantic Pact is
a further development of the Marshall
plan, he should admit that its ratifica-
tion would increase the likelihood of the
complete accord which he wishes, It is
the very purpose of the pact to make
any nation which contemplates aggres-
sion hesitate to act.

There have been many difficulties to
overcome in the war-torn world. The
Marshall plan has already overcome
some of them, although there are still
others to be surmounted. The North
Atlantic Pact will make it easier to over-
come the others.

It will be especially appropriate for
this pact to be ratified in this old Sen-
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ate Chamber, where the Monroe Doctrine
was promulgated.

RULES OF PROCEDURE IN DISTRICT
COURT FOR TERRITORY OF ALASKA—
CORRECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF BILL

Mr, LUCAS. Mr.President, asin legis-
lative session on behalf of the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee, the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarranl, I submit
a concurrent resolution to correct a
clerical error in the enrollment of Senate
bill 70, and I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the con-
current resolution.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 53) was con-
sidered, and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Secretary
of the Senate be, and he is hereby, author-
ized and directed, in the enrollment of the
bill (8. 70) to make effective in the District
Court for the Territory of Alaska rules pro-
mulgated by the Bupreme Court of the
United States governing pleading, practice,
and procedure in the district courts of the
United States, to make the following change,
namely: In lleu of the language inserted by
the House engrossed amendment, insert the
following:

“Sgc. 2, The first paragraph of section 2072
of title 28, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

“ ‘The Supreme Court shall have the power
to prescribe, by general rules, the forms of
process, writs, pleadings, and motions, and
the practice and procedure of the district
courts of the United States and of the Dis~
trict Court for the Territory of Alaska in civil
actions.""

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KERR
in the chair) laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations,
which were referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

John E. Bloan, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States marshal for the western dis-
trict of Pennsylvania.

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Morgan Ford, of North Dakota, to be judge
of the United States Customs Court, vice
William J. Tilson, deceased.

CONSIDERATION OF EXECUTIVE NOMINA-
TIONS IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND FOR-
EIGN SERVICE.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I did not
talk with the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
WaERRY] about the executive nomina-
tions in the Diplomatic and Foreign
Service under the head of “New Reports”
on the Executive Calendar, If there is no
objection, I should like to have them con-
sidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I willsay to
the majority leader that no objection
has been recorded with me, and for that
reason I raise no objection. I am acting
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in the capacity of minority leader, in the
absence of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WHERRY].

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois refers to the nom-
inations in the Diplomatic and Foreign
Service under the head of “New Re-
Dorts-‘l

Mr, LUCAS. I refer to the nomina-
tion in the Diplomatic and Foreign Serv-
ice, as of July T, beginning with Calendar
No. 1912, which is the nomination of
Jefferson Caffery to be Ambassador to
Egypt. Ido not ask for the consideration
of the nominations of Mr. Butterworth,
Mr. Briggs, or Mr. Davis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of nom-
inations in the Diplomatic and Foreign
Service under the head of “New Re-
ports”? The Chair hears none. With-
out objection, the nominations referred
to are confirmed en bloc; and, without
objection, the President will be immedi-
ately notified.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. LUCAS. I move that the Senate
stand in recess until Monday next at 12
o'clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 28 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until Monday, July 11,
1949, at 12 o’'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
?g;;ate July 8 (legislative day of June 2),

IN THE ARMY
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grades indicated under the pro-
visions of title V of the Officer Personnel
Act of 1947:

To be major generals

Maj. Gen. Lester Johnson Whitlock, 07138,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U. 8. Army).

Maj. Gen. Ray Tyson Maddocks, 07291,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U. 8. Army).

To be brigadier generals

Brig. Gen. Henry Irving Hodes, 012845,
Army of the United States (colonel, U, 8.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Blackshear Morrison Bryan, Jr.,
015004, Army of the United States (colonel,
U. 8. Army).

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Army of the United States
to the grades indicated under the provisions
of sectlon 515 of the Officer Personnel Act
of 1947:

To be major generals

Brig. Gen. Josef Robert Sheetz, 09720,
United States Army.

Brig. Gen. Willilam Arthur Beiderlinden,
010303, United States Army.

Brig. Gen. Reuben Ellis Jenkins, 011658,
United States Army.

Brig. Gen. Whitfleld Putnam Shepard,
011908, United States Army.

To be brigadier generals

Col. Harold Eugene Eastwood, OB202, United
States Army.

Col. Andrew Christian Tychsen,
United States Army,

08256,
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Col. Laurin Lyman Williams, 08425, United
States Army.

Col. Raymond Eccleston Serveira Willlam-
son, 08602, United States Army.

Col. William Lillard Barriger,
United States Army.

Col. George Blttmann Barth, 011241, United
States- Army.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States in the grade of second lieutenant, un-
der the provisions of section 506 of the Offi-
cer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381,
80th Cong.):

Curtis H. Alloway, 0444813,

Anthony J. Auletta, 0460153.

Paul A. Baldy, 0390799.

John T. Batts, O386840.

William L. Boylston, O414286.

Leon W. Brouhard, 01332919,

Clifford J. Budney, O558042.

David M. Buie, 0399821.

Elmer I. Caldwell, 0393912.

Charles B. Christian, 0409593,

John M. Coates, O1685585.

Lloyd A. Corkan, Jr., O550660.

Ralph E. Davis, 01168217,

Fred P. De Palma, 0436286,

Bert P. Ezell, 0389521,

Edgar R. Fenstemacher, 0O320519.

Joseph F. Fil, 0956244,

CGleorge L. Freeman, 01595510.

James V. Galloway, 0392104.

John D, Gard, 02010743.

Franklin T. Garrett, 0467847.

Sam F. Gaziano, 01201260.

Berkeley 8. Gillespie, Jr., 0467699.

Anthony P. Glasser, 01313396.

Maxwell Grabove, 0442802,

John B. Gregg, O1826363.

James C. Heftl, 01556732,

Leonard J. Hempling, O386072.

Lewis E. Hess, 0442042,

Charles W. Howard, 01325703,

William L. Humphrey, 0391239.

Carl W. Ivie, Jr., 0304855.

Lloyd K. Jenson, O418008.

Maurice E, Jessup, O1172663.

James W. Kelly, O530015.

Eldredge R. Long, Jr., 0955080.

John 8. Mace, 0414381,

Clarence D. Maiden, O1318058.

Roy R. May, Jr., 0449412,

Raymond N. Nelson, Jr., 01322582,

Gilbert H. Newman, 0424196,

John W. Norwalk, 0452998.

Lewington 8. Ponder, 05264886,

Noble L. Riggs, 0405807.

Edmund C. Roberts, Jr., 0405053.

William Schabacker, O537740.

Ferdinand L. Schwartz, 0465156.

John G. Sheehan, 01045925.

Frank W. Sheppe, 02035441,

Russell R. Simpson, 0412224,

Harold T. Smith, 0529568.

Homer D. Smith, Jr.,, O517155.

Paul C. Smithey, 0957947,

Basil J. Sollitto, 0402407.

Roderick A. Stamey, Jr., 01546523,

Lawrence V. Troiano, 0396580,

Vrilliam M. Twitty, O1579239.

Jerry G. Wallace, 0450142,

Dayton L. Warren, O532734.

Dobson L. Webster, O546471.

Joseph M. Wells, 0536999,

Donald B. Wentzel, 0414436,

Alton R. Wheelock, O1638773.

William M. Whitesel, O5468286.

Samuel M. Woodward, 0442655.

011220,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 8 (legislative day of June
2), 1949:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Jefferson Caffery to be Ambassador Extraor-

dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Egypt.
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TO BE FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF CLASS 8,
VICE CONSULS OF CAREER, AND SECRETARIES IN
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA
John Campbell Ausland
John H. Barber
Vincent R. Boening
William B. Buffum
Miss Patricia M, Byrne
Peter R. Chase
Thomas R. Cralg, Jr.

Richard T. Ewing
Seymrour H. Glazer
Philip C. Habib

James E. Hewes, Jr.
James L. Houghteling, Jr.
Miss M. Louise Kirby
Cleo A. Noel, Jr.

Harry B. Pangburn
Paul O. Proehl -
Barrett M. Reed

John F. Rogers

Mrs. Corey B. Sanderson
Robert Simpson
Herbert B. Thompson
Edward J. Thrasher
Viron P. Vaky

Wendell W. Wocdbury
Charles G. Wootton

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Fripay, JuLy 8, 1949

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Acting Chaplain, Rev. Jacob S.
Payton, offered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, on the thresh-
old of the day’s deliberations we seek
Thy guidance. May each Member be
grandly partisan concerned only with be-
ing on the Lord’s side. May each glory in
wearing the party label of the Lord’s own.
May all bear the mark of the conserva-
tive for seeking to conserve in America
religious faith and free government.
Likewise may all be 'liberals subscribing
to the liberalizing doctrine that every
man is his brother's keeper and to the
emancipating knowledge of Thy truth
which makes men free indeed. So grant,
O Lord, to Members of this body the boon
of inward peace reserved for those who
never ask what is expedient, but always
ask what is right. In the name of Jesus
We pray. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
MecDaniel, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ments of the House to bills and a con-
current resolution of the Senate of the
following titles:

S.70. An act to make effective in the Dis-
trict Court for the Territory of Alaska rules
promulgated by the Supreme Court of the
United States governing pleading, practice,
and procedure in the district courts of the
United Gtates;

5.1042. An act relating to the payment
of fees, expenses, and costs of jurors; and

S. Con. Res, 23. Concurrent resolution fa-

voring the suspension of deportation of cer-
tain aliens.

The message also announced that the
Vice President has appointed Mr. JoN-
sTtoN of South Carolina and Mr. LANGER
members of the joint select committee on
the part of the Senate, as provided for in
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the act of August 5, 1939, entitled “An
act to provide for the disposition of cer-
tain records of the United States Govern-
ment,” for the disposition of executive
papers referred to in the report of the
Archivist of the United States No. 50-1.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to extend her
remarks in the Recorp and include a
copy of the bill S. 2115, which has passed
the Senate, and a similar bill introduced
by her.

Mr. TEAGUE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article from Busi-
ness Week of July 2, 1949.

Mr. YATES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp and include an editorial from the
Washington Post.

Mr. McCULLOCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from the
Columbus (Ohio) Citizen,

Mr. DONDERO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorDp and include extraneous matter.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 30 min-
utes on Tuesday next, at the conclusion
of the legislative program of the day
and following any special orders hereto-
fore entered.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. GORE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an address written
by a young gentleman, by which he won
first prize in the Knoxville, Tenn., Flag
Day contest.

PAINTING OLD HOUSE OFFCE BUILDING

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. I should say I rise to
question the privilege of the House, but
I have no resolution prepared. But I
would like to propound a parliamentary
inquiry and would like to discuss it for a
moment.

Painters have gone into the Old House
Office Building'and started on a program
of painting the walls in that building
where we seldom if ever get any fresh
air at all.

I have never known them to air that
building out, since they put this cooling
system in, with the result that it is liter-
ally becoming nauseating to the Mem-
bers and their clerks who have to work
in the building. That ought not to be.

We moved out of the Capitol in order
for them to take a year or two to fiddle
around over there. Now they have
moved into the Old House Office Build-
ing. You can smell that paint all the
way over here. You can smell it on the
fifth floor right now. They are on the
first floor and you can smell that paint
on the fifth floor.

Unless it is stopped, I will offer a
resolution here to bring it to a close and
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"put a stop to it until after Congress
adjourns.

There will be plenty of time for them
to paint those walls after Congress gets
away from here. It is absolutely un-
thinkable that they should come in there
now and make it impossible for Mem-
bers and their clerks to work in their
own offices.

Mr. Speaker, my parliamentary in-
quiry is, how to go about stopping it?

The SPEAKER. Since the gentleman
from Mississippi has called attention to
it, the Chair will see that the House
Office Building Commission, of which he
is chairman, looks into it.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MULTER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in three instances and include
extraneous matter.

Mr. KEATING asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

HOUSING ACT OF 1949

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (8.
1070) to establish a national housing ob-
jective and the policy to be followed in
the attainment thereof, to provide Fed-
eral aid to assist slum-clearance projects
and low-rent public-housing projects
initiated by local agencies, to provide for
financial assistance by the Secretary of
Agriculture for farm housing, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFeReNCE Rrport (H. REPT. No. 976)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 1070)
to establish a national housing objective and
the policy to be followed in the attainment
thereof, to provide Federal aid to assist slum-
clearance projects and low-rent public hous-
ing profects initiated by local agencies, to
provide for financial assistance by the SBecre-
tary of Agriculture for farm housing, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows: That the Senate recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the House
and agree to the same with an amendment
as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the House amendment insert
the following:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘Hous-
ing Act of 1949,

“DECLARATION OF NATIONAL HOUSING POLICY

“g8gc. 2, The Congreas hereby declares that
the general welfare and security of the Na-
tion and the health and llving standards of
its people require housing production and re-
lated community development sufficient to
remedy the serious housing shortage, the
elimination of substandard and other inade-
quate housing through the clearance of slums
. and blighted areas, and the realization as
soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home
and a suitable living environment for every
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American family, thus contributing to the
development and redevelopment of commu-
nities and to the advancement of the growth,
wealth, and security of the Nation. The Con-
gress further declares that such production
is necessary to enable the housing industry
to make its full contribution toward an econ-
omy of maximumm employment, production,
and purchasing power. The policy to be fol-
lowed in attaining the national housing ob-
Jective hereby established shall be: (1) pri-
vate enterprise shall be encouraged to serve
as large a part of the total need as it can;
(2) governmental assistance shall be utilired
where feasible to enable private enterprise
to serve more of the total need; (3) appro-
priate local public bodies shall be encouraged
and assisted to undertake positive programs
of encouraging and assisting the development
of well-planned, integrated residential neigh-
borhoods, the development and redevelop-
ment of communities, and the production, at
lower costs, of housing of sound standards of
design, construction, livability, and size for
adequate family life; (4) governmental assist-
ance to eliminate substandard and other in-
adequate housing through the clearance of
slums and blighted areas, to facilitate com-
munity development and redevelopment, and
to provide adequate housing for urban and
rural nonfarm families with incomes so low
that they are not being decently housed in
new or existing housing shall be extended to
those localities which estimate their own
needs and demonstrate that these needs are
not being met through reliance solely upon
private enterprise, and without such aid; and
(6) governmental assistance for decent, safe,
and sanitary farm dwellings and related facil-
ities shall be extended where the farm owner
demonstrates that he lacks sufficent resources
to provide such housing on his own account
and is unable to secure necessary credit for
such housing from other sources on terms
and conditions which he could reasonably be
expected to fulfill. The Housing and Home
Finance Agency and its constituent agencies,
and any other departments or agencles of the
Federal Government having powers, func-
tions, or duties with respect to housing, shall
exercise thelr powers, functions, and duties
under this or any other law, consistently with
the national housing policy declared by this
Act and in such manner as will facilitate sus-
tained progress in attaining the national
housing objective is hereby established, and
in such manner as will encourage and assist
(1) the production of housing of sound
standards of design, construction, livability,
and size for adequate family life; (2) the re-
duction of the costs of housing without sac-
rifice of such sound standards; (3) the use of
new deslgns, materials, techniques, and
methods in residential construction, the use
of standardized dimensions and methods of
assembly of home-building materials and
equipment, and the increase of efficiency in
residential construction and maintenance;
(4) the development of well-planned, inte-
grated, residential neighborhoods and the de-
velopment and redevelopment of communi-
ties; and (5) the stabllization of the hous-
ing industry at a high annual volume of resi-
dential construction.

“TITLE I—SLUM CLEARANCE AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT
“LOCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

“Sec. 101. In extending financial assist-
ance under this title, the Administrator
shall—

“(a) give consideration to the extent to
which appropriate local public bodies have
undertaken positive programs (1) for encour-
aging housing cost reductions through the
adoption, improvement, and modernization
of building and other local codes and regula-
tions so as to permit the use of appropriate
new materials, techniques, and methods in
land and residential planning, design, and
construction, the increase of efficiency in
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residential construction, and the elimination
of restrictive practices which unnecessarily
increase housing costs, and (2) for prevent-
ing the spread or recurrence, in such com-
munity, of slums and blighted areas through
the adoption, improvement, and moderniza-
tion of local codes and regulations relating
to land use and adequate standards of health,
sanitation, and safety for dwelling accommo-
dations; and

“(b) encourage the operations of such local
public agencies as are established on a State,
or regional (within a State), or unified
metropolitan basis or as are established on
such other basis as permits such agencies to
contribute effectively toward the solution of
community development or redevelopment
problems on a State, or regional (within a
State), or unified metropolitan basis.

“LOANS

“Sec. 102. (a) To assist local communities
in eliminating their slums and blighted areas
and in providing maximum opportunity for
the redevelopment of project areas by private
enterprise, the Administrator may make tem-
porary and definitive loans to local public
agencles for the undertaking of projects for
the assembly, clearance, preparation, and
sale and lease of land for redevelopment.
Such loans (outstanding at any one time)
shall be in such amounts not exceeding the
expenditures to be made by the local public
agency as part of the gross project cost, bear

. Interest at such rate (not less than the ap-

plicable going Federal rate), be secured in
such manner, and be repaid within such pe-
riod (not exceeding, in the case of definitive
loans, forty years from the date of the bonds
evidencing such loans), as may be deemed
advisable by the Administrator,

“(b) In connection with any project on
land which is open or predominantly open,
the Administrator may make temporary loans
to municipalities or other public bodies for
the provision of public bulldings or facilitles
necessary to serve or support the new uses
of land in the project area. Such temporary
loans shall be in such amounts not exceeding
the expenditures to be made for such pur-
pose, bear interest at such rate (not less
than the applicable going Federal rate),
be secured in such manner, and be repaid
within such period (not exceeding ten years
from the date of the obligations evidencing
such loans), as may be deemed advisable
by the Administrator.

“{c) Loans made pursuant to subsection
(a) or (b) hereof may be made subject to
the condition that, if at any time or times
or for any period or periods during the
life of the loan contract the local public
agency can obtain loan funds from sources
other than the Federal Government at in-
terest rates lower than provided in the loan
contract, it may do so with the consent of
the Administrator at such times and for
such periods without waiving or surrender-
ing any rights to loan funds under the con-
tract for the remainder of the life of such
contract, and, in any such case, the Ad-
ministrator is authorized to consent to a
pledge by the local public agency of the loan
contract, and any or all of its rights there-
under, as security for the repayment of the
loan funds so obtained from other sources,

*“{d) The Administrator may make ad-
vances of funds to local public agencies for
surveys and plans in preparation of projects
which may be assisted under this title, and
the contracts for such advances of funds
may be made upon the condition that such
advances of funds shall be repaid, with in-
terest at not less than the applicable going
Federal rate, out of any moneys which be-
come available to such agency for the under-
taking of the project or projects involved.

“(e) To obtain funds for loans under this
title, the Administrator, on and after July
1, 1949, may, with the approval of the Presi-
dent, issue and have outstanding at any one
time notes and obligations for purchase by
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the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount
not to exceed $25,000,000, which limit on
such outstanding amount shall be increased
by $225,000,000 on July 1, 1950, and by fur-
ther amounts of $250,000,000 on July 1 in
each of the years 1951, 1952, and 1953, re-
spectively: Provided, That (subject to the
total authorization of not to exceed
£1,000,000,000) such limit, and any such au-
thorized increase therein, may be increased,
at any time or times, by additional amounts
aggregating not more than $250,000,000 upon
a determination by the President, after re-
celving advice from the Council of Economic
Advisers as to the general effect of such in-
crease upon the conditions in the building
industry and upon the national economy,
that such action is in the public interest.

“(f) Notes or other obligations issued by
the Administrator under this title shall be
in such forms and denominations, have such
maturities, and be subject to such terms and
conditions as may be prescribed by the Ad-
ministrator, with the approval of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. Such notes or other
obligations shall bear interest at a rate de-
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury,
taking into consideration the current aver-
age rate on outstanding marketable obliga-
tions of the United States as of the last day
of the month preceding the issuance of such
notes or other obligations. The Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
purchase any notes and other obligations of
the Administrator issued under this title
and for such purpose is authorized to use
as a public debt transaction the proceeds
from the sale of any securities issued under
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended,
and the purposes for which securities may
be issued under such Act, as amended, are
extended to include any purchases of such
notes and other obligations. The Secretary
of the Treasury may at any time sell any
of the notes or other obligations acquired
by him under this section. All redemptions,
purchases, and sales by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes or other obligations
ghall be treated as public debt transactions
of the United States.

“{g) Obligations, including interest there-
on, issued by local public agencies for proj-
ects assisted pursuant to this title, and in-
come derived by such agencies from such
projects, shall be exempt from all taxation
now or hereafter imposed by the United
Btates.

“CAPITAL GRANTS

“Sec. 103. (a) The Administrator may
make capital grants to local public agen-
cies to enable such agencies to make land
in project areas available for redevelopment
at its fair value for the uses specified In
the redevelopment plans: Provided, That the
Administrator shall not make any contract
for capital grant with respect to a project
which consists of open land. The aggregate
of such capital grants with respect to all the
projects of a local public agency on which
contracts for capital grants have been made
under this title shall not exceed two-thirds
of the aggregate of the net project costs of
such projects, and the capltal grants with
respect to any individual project shall not
exceed the difference between the net proj-
ect cost and the local grants-in-aid actually
macde with respect to the project.

*“(b) The Administrator, on and after July
1, 1948, may, with the approval of the Presi-
dent, contract to make capital grants, with
respect to projects assisted under this title,
aggregating not to exceed $100,000,000, which
1imit shall be increased by further amounts
of $100,000,000 on July 1 in each of the years
1960, 1851, 19052, and 1953, respectively:
Provided, That (subject to the total author-
ization of not to exceed $500,000,000) such
limit, and any such authorized Iincrease
therein, may be increased, at any time or
times, by additional amounts aggregating
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not more than $100,000,000 upon a deter-
mination by the President, after recelving
advice from the Council of Economic
Advisers as to the general effect of such
increase upon the conditions in the building
industry and upon the national economy,
that such action is in the public interest.
The faith of the United States is solemnly
pledged to the payment of all eapital grants
contracted for under this title, and there are
hereby authorized to be appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, the amounts necessary to
provide for such payments.

“REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCAL GRANTS-IN-AID

“Sec. 104. Every contract for capital grant
under this title shall require local grants-in-
ald in connection with the project involved
which, together with the local grants-in-ald
to be provided in connection with all other
projects of the local public agency on which
contracts for capital grants have theretofore
been made, will be at least equal to one-
third of the aggregate net project costs
involved (it being the purpose of this pro-
vision and section 103 to limit the aggregate
of the capital grants made by the Adminis-
trator with respect to all the projects of a
local public agency on which contracts for
capital grants have been made under this
title to an amount not exceeding two-thirds
of the difference between the aggregate of
the gross project costs of all such projects
and the aggregate of the total sales prices
and capital values referred to in section
110 (f) of land in such projects).

“LOCAL DETERMINATIONS

“Sec. 105. Contracts for financlal ald shall
be made only with a duly authorized local
public agency and shall require that—

“(a) The redevelopment plan for the
project area be approved by the governing
body of the locality in which the project is
situated, and that such approval include
findings by the governing body that (i) the
financial aid to be provided in the contract
is necessary to enable the land in the project
area to be redeveloped in accordance with
the redevelopment plan; (il) the redevelop-
ment plans for the redevelopment areas in
the locality will afford maximum oppor-
tunity, consistent with the sound needs of
the locality as a whole, for the redevelop-
ment of such areas by private enterprise;
and (iil) the redevelopment plan conforms
to a general plan for the development of the
locality as a whole;

*“(b) When land acquired or held by the
local public agency in connection with the
project is sold or leased, the purchasers or
lessees shall be obligated (1) to devote such
land to the uses specified in the redevelop-
ment plan for the project area; (ii) to be-
gin the bullding of their improvements on
such land within a reasonable time; and
(ii1) to comply with such other conditions
as the Administrator finds, prior to the exe-
cution of the contract for loan or capltal
grant pursuant to this title, are necessary
to carry out the purposes of this title;

“(c) There be a feasible method for the
temporary relocation of familles displaced
from the project area, and that there are
or are being provided, in the project area
or in other areas not generally less desirable
in regard to public utilitles and public and
commerecial facilities and at rents or prices
within the financial means of the familles
displaced from the project area, decent, safe,
and sanitary dwellings equal in number to
the number of and avallable to such dis-
placed families and reasonably accessible to
their places of employment: Provided, That
in view of the existing acute housing short-
age, each such contract entered into prior to
July 1, 1951, shall further provide that there
shall be no demolition of residential struc-
tures in connection with the project assisted
under the contract prior to July 1, 1951, if
tke local governing body determines that the
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demolition thereof would reasonably be ex-
pected to create undue housing hardship in
the locality.

“(d) No land for any project to be assisted
under this title shall be acquired by the
local public agency except after public hear-
ing following notice of the date, time, place,
and purpose of such hearing.

“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. 106. (a) In the performance of, and
with respect to, the functions, powers, and
duticr vested in him by this title, the Ad-
ministrator, notwithstanding the provisions
of any other law, shall—

(1) appoint a Director to administer the
provisions of this title under the direction
and supervision of the Administrator and
the basic rate of compensation of such posi-
tion shall be the same as the basic rate of
compensation established for the heads of
the constituent agencies of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency;

“(2) prepare annually and submit a bud-
get program as provided for wholly owned
Government corporations by the Government
Corporation Control Act, as amended;

“(3) maintain an integral set of accounts
which shall be audited annually by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in accordance with the
principles and procedures applicable to com-
mercial transactions as provided by the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act, as
amended, and no other audit shall be re-
quired: Provided, That such financial trans-
actions of the Administrator as the making of
advances of funds, loans, or capital grants
and vouchers approved by the Administrator
in connection with such financial transac-
tions shall be final and conclusive upon all
officers of the Government; and

“{4) make an annual report to the Presl-
dent, for transmission to the Congress, to be
submitted as soon as practicable following
the close of the year for which such report is
made.

“(b) Funds made avallable to the Admin-
istrator pursuant to the provisions of this
title shall be deposited in a checking account
or accounts with the Treasurer of the United
States. Receipts and assets obtained or held
by the Administrator in connection with the
performance of his functions under this title
shall be avallable for any of the purposes of
this title (except for capital grants pursuant
to sectlon 103 hereof), and all funds avail-
able for carrying out the functions of the
Administrator under this title (including ap-
propriations therefor, which are hereby au-
thorized), shall be available, in such amounts
as may from year to year be authorized by
the Congress, for the administrative expenses
of the Administrator in connection with the
performance of such functions,

“(c) In the performance of, and with re-
spect to, the functions, powers, and dutles
vested in him by this title, the Administrator,
notwithstanding the provisions of any other
law, may—

*(1) sue and be sued;

“(2) foreclose on any property or coms-
mence any action to protect or enforce any
right conferred upon him by any law, con-
tract, or other agreement, and bid for and
purchase at any foreclosure or any other sale
any project or part thereof in connection
with which he has made a loan or capital
grant pursuant to this title. In the event of
any such acquisition, the Administrator may,
notwithstanding any other provision of law
relating to the acquisition, handling, or dis-
posal of real property by the United States,
complete, administer, dispose of, and other-
wise deal with, such project or part thereof:
Provided, That any such acquisition of real
property shall not deprive any State or politi-
cal subdivision thereof of its civil jurisdic-
tion in and over such property or impair the
civil rights under the State or local laws of
the inhabitants on such property.

*(3) enter Into agreements to pay annual
sums in lleu of taxes to any State or local
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taxing authority with respect to any real
property so acquired or owned, and such
sums shall approximate the taxes which
would be paid upon such property to the
State or local taxing authority, as the case
may be, if such property were not exempt
from taxation;

“(4) sell or exchange at public or private
sale, or lease, real or personal property, and
sell or exchange any securlties or obligations,
upon such terms as he may fix;

“{5) obtaln insurance against loss in con-
nection with property and other assets held;

“(6) subject to the specific limitations in
this title, consent to the modification, with
respect to rate of interest, time of payment
of any installment of principal or interest,
security, amount of capital grant, or any
other term, or any contract or agreement
to which he is a party or which has been
transferred to him pursuant to this title;
and

“(7) include in any contract or instru-
ment made pursuant to this title such other
covenants, conditions, or provisions (includ-
ing such covenants, conditions, or provisions
as, in the determination of the Administra-
tor, are necessary or desirable to prevent
the payment of excessive prices for the ac-
quisition of land in connection with projects
assisted under this title) as he may deem
necessary to assure that the purposes of
this title will be achieved. No provision of
this title shall be construed or administered
to permit speculation in land holding.

“(d) Section 3709, as amended, of the Re-
vised Statutes shall not apply to any con-
tract for services or supplies on account of
any property acquired pursuant to this title
if the amount of such contract does not
exceed $1,000.

*(e) Not more than 10 per centum of the
funds provided for in this title, either In
the form of loans or grants, shall be extended
in any one State.

“PAYMENT FOR LAND USED FOR LOW-RENT PUBLIC
HOUSING

“Sgc. 107. If the land for a low-rent hous-
ing project assisted under the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, is made
avallable from a project assisted under this
title, payment equal to the fair value of the
land for the uses specified in accordance with
the redevelopment plan shall be made there-
for by the public housing agency undertak-
ing the housing project, and such amount
shall be included as part of the development
cost of the low-rent housing project.

“SURPLUS FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY

“Sgc. 108. The President may at any time in
his discretion, transfer, or cause to be trans-
ferred, to the Administrator any right, title,
or interest held by the Federal Government
or any department or agency thereof in any
land (including buildings thereon) which is
surplus to the needs of the Government and
which a local public agency certifies will be
within the area of a project being planned
by it. When such land is sold to the local
public agency by the Administrator, it shall
be sold at a price equal to its fair market
value, and the proceeds from such sale shall
be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous
recelipts.

“PROTECTION OF LABOR STANDARDS

“Sge. 109, In order to protect labof stand-
ards—

“(a) Any contract for financial ald pur-
suant to this title shall contain a provision
requiring that not less than the salaries pre-
valling in the locality, as determined or
adopted (subsequent to a determination un-
de: applicable State or local law) by the Ad-
ministrator, shall be pald to all architects,
technical engineers, draftsmen, and techni-
cians employed in the development of the
project involved and shall also contain a pro-
vision that not less than the wages prevailing
in the locallty, as predetermined by the Sec-
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retary of Labor pursuant to the Davis-Bacon
Act (49 Stat. 1011), shall be paid to all labor-
ers and mechanics employed in the
development of the project involved; and the
Administrator shall require certification as to
compliance with the provisions of this para-
graph prior to making any payment under
such contract;

“(b) The provisions of title 18 U. 8. C,,
section 874, and of title 40 U. 8. C., section
276¢c, shall apply to any project financed in
whole or in part with funds made available
pursuant to this title;

“(c) Any contractor engaged on any project
financed in whole or in part with funds made
avallable pursuant to this title shall report
monthly to the Secretary of Labor, and shall
cause all subcontractors to report in like
manner, within 5 days after the close of each
month and on forms to be furnished by the
United States Department of Labor, as to
the number of persons on their respective
pay rolls on the particular project, the aggre~
gate amount of such pay rolls, the total man-
hours worked, and itemized expenditures for
materials. Any such contractor shall furnish
to the Department of Labor the names and
addresses of all subcontractors on the work
at the earliest date practicable.

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 110. The following terms shall have
the meanings, respectively, ascribed to them
below, and, unless the context clearly indi-
cates otherwise, shall include the plural as
well as the slngular number:

“(a) ‘Redevelopment area’ means an area
which is appropriate for development or re-
development and within which a project area
is located.

“(b) ‘Redevelopment plan’ means a plan, as
it exists from time to time, for the develop-
ment or redevelopment of a redevelopment
or project area, which plan shall be suffi-
clently complete (1) to indicate its relation-
ship to definite local objectives as to ap-
propriate land uses and improved traffic,
public transportation, public utilities, recrea-
tlonal and community facilities, and other
public improvements; and (2) to indicate
proposed land uses and buillding require-
ments in the project area: Provided, That
the Administrator shall take such steps as he
deems n to assure consistency be-
tween the redevelopment plan and any high-
ways or other public improvements in the
locality receiving financial assistance from
the Federal Works Agency.

“(e) ‘Project’ may include (1) acguisition
of (1) a slum area or a deterlorated or dete-
rlorating area which is predominantly resi-
dential in character, or (i1) any other dete-
riorated or deteriorating area which is to be
developed or redeveloped for predominantly
residential uses, or (iil) land which is pre-
dominantly open and which because of ob-
solete platting, diversity of ownership, dete-
rioration of structures or of site improve-
ments, or otherwise substantially impairs or
arrests the sound growth of the community
and which is to be developed for predomi-
nantly residential uses, or (iv) open land nec-
essary for sound community growth which is
to be developed for predominantly residen-
tial uses (in which event the project thereon,
as provided in the proviso of section 103
(a) hereof, shall not be eligible for any
capital grant); (2) demolition and removal
of buildings and Improvements; (3) installa-
tion, construction, or reconstruction of
streets, utilities, and other site improve-
ments essential to the preparation of sites
for uses in accordance with the redevelop-
ment plan; and (4) making the land avail-
able for development or redevelopment by
private enterprise or public agencies (in-
cluding sale, initial leasing, or retention
by the loeal public agency itself) at its fair
value for uses in accordance with the redevel-
opment plan. For the purposes of this title,
the term ‘project’ shall not include the
construction of any of the bulldings con-
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templated by the redevelopment plan, and
the term ‘redevelopment’ and derivatives
thereof shall mean develop as well as re-
develop. For any of the purposes of section
109 hereof, the term ‘project’ shall not in-
clude any donations or provisions made as
local grants-in-ald and eligible as such pur-
suant to clauses (2) and (3) of section 110
(d) hereof.

“(d) 'Local grants-in-aid’ shall mean as-
sistance by a State, municipality, or other
public body, or any other entity, in connec-
tlon with any project on which a contract for
capital grant has been made under this
title, in the form of (1) cash grants; (2)
donations, at cash value, of land (exclusive
of land in streets, alleys, and other public
rights-of-way which may be vacated in con-
nection with the project), and demolition or
removal work, or site improvements in the
project area, at their cost; and (3) the pro-
vision, at their cost, of parks, playgrounds,
and public buildings or facilities (other than
low-rent publie housing) which are primarily
of direct benefit to the project and which are
necessary to serve or support the new uses
of land in the project area in accordance with
the redevelopment plan: Provided, That, in
any case where, in the determination of the
Administrator, any park, playground, public
building, or facility is of direct and sub-
stantial benefit both to the project and to
other areas, the Administrator shall provide
that, for the purpose of computing the
amount of the local grants-in-ald for such
project, there shall be included an allowance
of an appropriate portion (as determined by
the Administrator) of the cost of such park,
playground, public building, or facility. No
demolition or removal work, improvement,
or facility for which a State, municipality, or
other public body has received or has con-
tracted to receive any grant or subsidy from
the United States, or any agency or instru-
mentality thereof, for such work, or the con-
struction of such improvement or facility,
shall be eligible for Inclusion as a local
grant-in-aid in connection with a project or
projects assisted under this title.

“(e) "Gross project cost’ shall comprise (1)
the amount of the expenditures by the local
public agency with respect to any and all
undertakings necessary to carry out the
project (including the payment of carry-
ing charges, but not beyond the point whera
the project is completed), and (2) the
amount of such local grants-in-aid as are
furnished in forms other than cash.

“(f) ‘Net project cost’ shall mean the dif-
ference between the gross project cost and
the aggregate of (1) the total sales prices of
all land sold, and (2) the total capital values
(1) imputed, on a basis approved by the
Administrator, to all land leased, and (i1)
used as a basis for determining the amounts
to be transferred to the project from other
funds of the local public agency to com-
pensate for any land retained by it for use
in accordance with the redevelopment plan.

“(g) ‘Going Federal rate’ means the an-
nual rate of interest (or, if there shall be two
or more such rates of interest, the highest
thereof) specified in the most recently issued
bonds of the Federal Government having a
maturity of ten years or more, determined at
the date the contract for advance of funds
or for loan is made. Any contract for loan
made may be revised or superseded by a later
contract, so that the going Federal rate,
on the basis of which the interest rate on
the loan is fixed, shall mean the going Fed-
eral rate, as herein defined, on the date that
such contract is revised or superseded by
such later contract.

"(h) ‘Local public agency’ means any
State, county, munieipality, or other gov-
ernmental entity or public body which is
authorized to undertake the project for
which assistance is sought. ‘State’ includes
the several States, the District of Columbia,
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and the Territories, dependencies, and pos-
sessions of the United States.

“(1) ‘Administrator’ means the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator,

“TrrLE II—AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL
Housing AcT

“Sgc. 201. The National Houslng Act, as
amended, 15 hereby amended—

“(1) by striking out of the first sentence
of section 2 (a) ‘July 1, 1949’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘September 1, 1949";

“{2) by striking out of the proviso in sec-
tion 203 (a) °*$4,000,000,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof '$5,300,000,000' and by striking
out of such proviso ‘$5,000,000,000' and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘5,500,000,000"; and

“(3) by striking out of the second proviso
in section 603 (a) ‘June 30, 1949' in each
place where it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof "August 31, 1949,

“Sec. 202. This title shall take effect as of
June 30, 1949,

“TrTLE III—Low-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING

“LOCAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND DETERMINATIONS;
TENANCY ONLY BY LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

“Sec. 301. The United States Housing Act
of 1937, as amended, is hereby amended by
adding the following additional subsections
to section 15:

*““(7) In recognition that there should be
local determination of the need for low-rent
housing to meet needs not being adequately
met by private enterprise—

*“*(a) the Authority shall not make any
contract with a public housing agency for
preliminary loans (all of which shall be re-
paid out of any moneys which become avail-
able to such agency for the development of
the projects involved) for surveys and plan-
ning in respect to any low-rent housing proj-
ects initiated after March 1, 1949, (i) unless
the governing body of the locality involved
has by resolution approved the application
of the public housing agency for such pre-
liminary loan; and (ii) unless the public
housing agency has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Authority that there is a
need for such low-rent housing which is not
being met by private enterprise; and

“!(b) the Authority shall not make any
contract for loans (other than preliminary
loans) or for annual contributions pursuant
to this Act with respect to any low-rent hous-
ing project initiated after March 1, 1949, (1)
unless the governing body of the locality in-
volved has entered into an agreement with
the public housing agency providing for the
local cooperation required by the Authority
pursuant to this Act; and (il) unless the
public housing agency has demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the Authority that a gap
of at least 20 per centum has been left be-
tween the upper rental limits for admission
to the proposed low-rent housing and the
lowest rents at which private enterprise un-
alded by public subsidy is providing (through
new co ion and available existing
structures) a substantial supply of decent,
safe, and sanitary housing toward meeting
the need of an adequate volume thereof.

**(8) Every contract made pursuant to
this Act for annual contributions for any
low-rent housing project Initiated after
March 1, 1949, shall provide that—

“‘(a) the public housing agency shall fix
maximum income limits for the admission
and for the continued occupancy of families
in such housing, that such maximum income
limits and all revisions thereof shall be sub-
ject to the prior approval of the Authority,
and that the Authority may require the pub-
1lic housing agency to review and to revise
such maximum income limits if the Author-
ity determines that changed conditions in
the locality make such revislons necessary in
achieving the purposes of this Act;

“‘(b) a duly authorized official of the pub-
lic housing agency involved shall make pe-
riodic written statements to the Authority
that an investigation has been made of each
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family admitted to the low-rent housing
project involved during the period covered
thereby, and that, on the basis of the report
of sald investigation, he has found that each
such family at the time of its admission (i)
had a net family income not exceeding the
maximum income limits theretofore fixed by
the public housing agency (and approved by
the Authority) for admission of families of
low income to such housing; and (ii) lived
in an unsafe, insanitary, or overcrowded
dwelling, or was to be displaced by another
low-rent housing project or by a public slum-
clearance or redevelopment project, or ac-
tually was without housing, or was about to
be without housing as a result of a court
order of eviction, due to causes other than
the fault of the tenant: Provided, That the
requirement in (i) shall not be applicable
in the case of the family of any veteran or
gerviceman (or of any deceased veteran or
serviceman) where application for admission
to such housing is made not later than five
years after March 1, 1949;

“*(c) in the selection of tenants (1) the
public housing agency shall not discriminate
against families, otherwise eligible for ad-
mission to such housing, because their in-
comes are derived in whole or in part from
public assistance and (ii) in initially select-
ing families for admission to dwellings of
given sizes and at specified rents the public
housing agency shall (subject to the prefer-
ences prescribed in subsectlon 10 (g) of
this Act) give preference to families having
the most urgent housing needs, and there-
after, in selecting families for admission to
such dwellings, shall give due consideration
to the urgency of the familics’ housing needs;
and

**(d) the public housing agency shall make
periodic reexaminations of the net incomes
of temant families living in the low-rent
housing project involved; and if it is found,
upon such reexamination, that the net in-
comes of any such families have increased
beyond the maximum income limits fixed
by the public housing agency (and approved
by the Authority) for continued occupancy
in such housing, such families shall be re-
quired to move from the project.’

“VETERANS' PREFERENCES

*8Ec. 302. The United States Housing Act
of 1937, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

“(a) By adding the following new subsec-
tion to section 10:

**(g) Every contract made pursuant to this
Act for annual contributions for any low-
rent housing project shall require that the
public housing agency, as among low-income
families which are eligible applicants for
occupancy in dwellings of given sizes and at
specified rents, shall extend the following
preferences in the selection of tenants:

* ‘First, to families which are to be dis-
placed by any low-rent housing project or
by any public slum-clearance or redevelop-
ment project initiated after January 1, 1947,
or which were so displaced within three years
prior to making application to such public
housing agency for admission to any low-
rent housing; and as among such families
first preference shall be given to families of
disabled veterans whose disability has been
determined by the Veterans' Administration
to be service-connected, and second prefer-
ence shall be given to familles of deceased
veterans and servicemen whose death has
been determined by the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration to be service-connected, and third
preference shall be given to families of other
veterans and servicemen;

** "Second, to families of other veterans and
servicemen and as among such families first
preference shall be given to families of dis-
abled veterans whose disability has been de-
termined by the Veterans’ Administration to
be service-connected, and second preference
shall be given to familles of deceased vet-
erans and servicemen whose death has been
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determined by the Veterans' Administration
to be service-connected.’

“(b) By adding the following new subsec-
tlon to section 2:

“f(14) The term “veteran” shall mean a
person who has served in the active military
or naval service of the United States at any
time on or after September 16, 1940, and
prior to July 26, 1947, or at any time on or
after April 6, 1917, and prior to November
11, 1918, and who shall have been discharged
or released therefrom under conditions other
than dishonorable. The term “serviceman”
shall mean a person in the active military
or naval service of the United States who
has served therein on or after September 16,
1940, and prior to July 26, 1947, or at any
time on or after April 6, 1917, and prior to
November 11, 1918.

“COST LIMITS

“Sec. 303. Subsection 15 (5) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“*(5) Every contract made pursuant to
this Act for loans (other than preliminary
loans), annual contributions, or capital
grants for any low-rent housing project com-
pleted after January 1, 1948, shall provide
that the cost for construction and equip-
ment of such project (excluding land, demo-
lition, and nondwelling facilities) shall not
exceed $1,750 per room ($2,500 per room in
the case of Alaska): Provided, That if the
Administrator finds that in the geograph-
ical area of any project (i) it is not feasible
under the aforesald cost limitations to con-
struct the project without sacrifice of sound
standards of construction, design, and liva-
bility, and (ii) there is an acute need for
such housing, he may prescribe in such con-
tract cost limitations which may exceed by
not more than 8750 per room the limitations
that would otherwise be applicable to such
project hereunder. Every contract made
pursuant to this Act for loans (other than
preliminary loans), annual contributions, or
capital grants with respect to any low-rent
housing project initiated after March 1, 1949,
shall provide that such project shall be un-
dertaken in such a manner that it will not
be of elaborate or extravagant design or ma-
terials, and economy will be promoted both
in construction and administration. In or-
der to attain the foregoing objective, every
such contract shall provide that no award
of the main construction contract for such
project shall be made unless the Authority,
taking into account the level of construction
costs prevalling in the locality where such
project is to be located, shall have specifical-
ly approved the amount of such main con-
struction contract.”

“PRIVATE FINANCING

“Sec. 304. In order to stimulate increas-
ing private financing of low-rent housing
projects, the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

“(a) The last proviso of subsection (b) of
section 10 is repealed, and subsection (f) of
sald section is amended to read as follows:

*“*(f) Payments under annual contribu=
tions contracts shall be pledged, if the Au-
thority so requires, as security for any loans
obtained by a public housing agency to as-
sist the, development or acquisition of the
housing project to which the annual contri-
butions relate.’;

21“(1:) The following is added after sectlon

" ‘PRIVATE FINANCING

" ‘Sec. 22. To facilitate the enlistment of
private capital through the sale by public
housing agencles of their bonds and other
obligations to others, than the Authority,
in financing low-rent housing projects, and
to maintain the low-rent character of hous-
ing projects—

“(a) Every contract for annual contribu-
tlons (including contracts which amend or
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supersede contracts previously made) may
provide that—

“{1) upon the occurrence of a substantial
default in respect to the covenants or con-
ditions to which the public housing agency
is subject (as such substantial default shall
be defined In such contract), the public
housing agency shall be obligated at the
option of the Authority, either to convey
title in any case where, in the determination
of the Authority (which determination shall
be final and concluslve), such conveyance
of title is necessary to achleve the purposes
of this Aect, or to deliver possession to the
Authority of the project, as then constituted,
to which such contract relates;

*(2) the Authority shall be obligated to re-
convey or to redeliver possession of the proj-
ect, as constituted at the time of recon-
veyance or redellvery, to such public hous-
ing agency or to its successor (if such public
housing agency or a successor exists) upon
such terms as shall be prescribed in such
contract and as soon as practicable: (1) after
the Authority shall be satisfied that all de-
faults with respect to the project have been
cured, and that the project will, in order
to fulfill the purposes of this Act, thereafter
be operated in accordance with the terms of
such contract; or (i1) after the termination
of the obligation to make annual contribu-
tions available unless there are any obliga-
tions or covenants of the public housing
agency to the Authority which are then in
default. Any prior conveyances and recon-
veyances, deliveries and redeliveries of pos-
session shall not exhaust the right to require
a conveyance or delivery of possession of
the project to the Authority pursuant to
subparagraph (1), upon the subsequent
occurrence of a substantial default.

**'(b) Whenever such contract for annual
contributions shall include provisions which
the Authority, in said contract, determines
are in accordance with subsection (a) here-
of, and the annual contributions, pursuant
to such contract, have been pledged by the
publie housing agency as security for the pay-
ment of the prineipal and interest on any of
its obligations, the Authority (notwithstand-
ing any other provisions of this act) shall
continue to make annual contributions
available for the project so long as any of
such obligations remain outstanding, and
may covenant in such contract (in lieu of
the provision required by the first sentence
of subsection 15 (8) of this act and notwith-
standing any other provisions of law) that
in any event such annual contributions shall
in each year be at least equal to an amount
which, together with such income or other
funds as are actually available from the
project for the purpose at the time such an-
nual contribution is made, will suffice for
the payment of all installments, falling due
within the next ‘succeeding twelve months,
of principal and interest on the obligations
for which the annual contributions provided
for in the contract shall have been pledged
as security: Provided, That such annual con-
tributions shall not be in excess of the maxi-
mum sum determined pursuant to the first
proviso of subsection 10 (b), or, where ap-
plicable, the second proviso of subsection
10 (c); and in no case shall such annual
contributions be in excess of the maximum
sum specified in the contract involved, nor
for longer than the remainder of the maxi-
mum period fixed by the contract.’;

“{¢) In the fourth sentence of section 9
the words 'going Federal rate at the time the
loan is made,’ are deleted; in the first proviso
of subsection 10 (b) the words 'going Fed-
eral rate of interest at the time such con-
tract is made’ are deleted; and in lleu thereof
in each case there are substituted the words
‘applicable going Federal rate’; and sub-
section 2 (10) is amended to read as follows:

“1(10) The term “going Federal rate”
means the annual rate of interest (or, if
there shall be two or more such rates of in-
terest, the highest thereof) specified in the
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most recently issued bonds of the Federal
Government having a maturity of ten years
or more, determined, in the case of loans or
annual contributions, respectively, at the
date of Presidential approval of the contract
pursuant to which such loans or contribu-
tions are made: Provided, That for the pur-
poses of this Act, the going Federal rate shall
be deemed to be not less than 215 per
centum.’;

“{d) Section 9 1s amended by striking out
the period at the end of sald section and
adding a colon and the following: ‘Provided,
That in the case of projects initiated after
March 1, 1949, with respect to which annual
contributions are contracted for pursuant to
this Act, loans shall not be made for a period
exceeding forty years from the date of the
bonds evidencing the loan: And provided
further, That, in the case of such projects
or any other projects with respect to which
the contracts (including contracts which
amend or supersede contracts previously
made) provide for loans for a period not
exceeding forty years from the date of the
bonds evidencing the loan and for annual
contributions for a period not exceeding forty
years from the date the first annual contri-
bution for the project is pald, such loans
shall bear Interest at a rate not less than
the applicable golng Federal rate.’;

“(e) Bubsection 10 (c) is amended by
striking out the period at the end of the
last sentence and adding a colon and the
following: ‘Provided, That in the case of
projects initiated after March 1, 1949, con-
tracts for annual contributions shall not be
made for a period exceeding forty years from
the date the first annual contribution for
the project is pald: 4And provided further,
That, in the case of such projects or any
other projects with respect to which the
contracts for annual contributions (includ-
ing contracts which amend or supersede con-
tracts previcusly made) provide for annual
contributions for a period not exceeding forty
years from the date the first annual contri-
bution for the project is paid, the fixed con-
tribution may exceed the amount provided in
the first proviso of subsection (b) of this
section by 1 per centum of development or
acquisition cost.’;

“(f) The first sentence of subsection 10 (c)
1s amended to read as follows: ‘Every con-
tract for annual contributions shall provide
that whenever in any year the receipts of a
public housing agency in connection with a
low-rent housing project exceed its expend-
itures (including debt service, administra-
tion, maintenance, establishment of reserves,
and other costs and charges), an amount
equal to such excess shall be applied, or set
aside for application, to purposes which,
in the determination of the Authority, will
effect a reduction in the amount of subse-
quent annual contributions.’;

“(g) Section 14 is amended by inserting
the following after the first sentence: ‘When
the Authority finds that it would promote
economy or be in the financial interest of
the Federal Government, any contract here-
tofore or hereafter made for annual con-
tributions, loans, or both, may, with Presi-
dential approval, be amended or superseded
by & contract of the Authority so that the
going Federal rate on the basis of which
such annual contributions or interest rate
on the loans, or both, respectively, are fixed
shall mean the going Federal rate, as herein
defined, on the date of Presidential approval
of such amending or superseding contract:
Provided, That contracts may not be amended
or superseded in & manner which would
impair the rights of the holders of any out-
standing obligations of the public housing
agency involved for which annual contribus
tions have been pledged.’;

“(h) Section 20 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“‘Sgc, 20. The Authority may issue and
have outstanding at any one time notes and
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other obligations for purchase by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury in an amount not to
exceed $1,500,000,000. Such notes or other
obligations shall be in such forms and de-
nominations, shall have such maturities, and
shall be subject to such terms and condi-
tions as may be prescribed by the Authority
with the approval of the Secretary of the
Treasury. Such notes or other obligations
shall bear interest at a rate determined by
the Bz:cretary of the Treasury, teking into
consideration the current average rate on
outstanding marketable obligations of the
United States as of the last day of the month
preceding the issuance of the notes or other
obligations by the Authority. The Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized and directed to
purchase any notes or other obligations of
the Authority issued hereunder and for such
purpose is authorized to use as a public debt
transaction the proceeds from the sale of any
securitles issued under the Second Liberty
Bond Aect, as amended, and the purposes
for which securities may be issued under such
Act, as amended, are extended to include any
purchases of such obligations. The Secretary
of the Treasury may at any time sell any of
the notes or other obligations acquired by
him under this section. All redemptions,
purchases, and sales by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes or other obligations
shall be treated as public debt transactions
of the United States.’;

“(1) Bubsection 2 (5) is amended to read
as follows:

““(5) The term “development” means any
or all undertakings necessary for planning,
land acquisition, demolition, construction, or
equipment, in connection with a low-rent
housing project. The term *“development
cost” shall comprise the costs Incurred by a
public housing agency in such undertakings
and their necessary financing (including the
payment of c es, but not be-
yond the point of physical completion), and
in otherwise carrying out the development of
such project. Construction activity in con-
nection with low-rent housing project may
be confined to the reconstruction, remodel-
ing, or repair of existing buildings.’; and

“(j) The following additional subsection is
added to section 15:

**(9) Any contract for loans or annual con=
tributions, or both, entered into by the Au-
thority with a public housing agency, may
cover one or more than one low-rent housing
project owned by said public housing agency;
in the event such contract covers two or more
projects, such projects may, for any of the
purposes of this Act and of such contract
{including, but not limited to, the determi-
nation of the amount of the loan, annual
contributions, or payments In lieu of taxes,
specified in such contract), be treated col-
lectively as one project’.”

“ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS

“S8gc. 8056. The United States Housing Act
of 1037, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

“(a) By inserting the following after the
first sentence of subsection (e) of section 10:
‘With respect to projects assisted pursuant
to this Act, the Authority (in addition to the
amount authorized by the first sentence of
this subsection) is authorized, with the ap-
proval of the President, to enter into con-
tracts, on and after July 1, 1949, for annual
contributions aggregating not more than
£85,000,000 per annum, which limit shall be
increased by further amounts of $55,000,000
on July 1 in each of the years 1050, 1951, and
1952, respectively, and by $58,000,000 on July
1, 1953: Provided, That (subject to the total
additional authorization of not more than
$308,000,000 per annum) such limit, and any
such authorized increase therein, may be
increased at any time or times by additional
amounts aggregating not more than $55,000,~
000 upon a determination by the President,
after receiving advice from the Council of
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Economic Advisers as to the general eflect of
such increase upon conditions in the build-
ing industry and upon the national economy,
that such action is In the public interest:
And provided further, That 10 per centum of
each amount of authorization to enter into
contracts for annual contributions becoming
available hereunder shall, for a period of
three years after such amount of authoriza-
tion becomes available, be available only for
annual contributions contracts with respect
to projects to be located in rural nonfarm
areas. With respect to projects initiated
after March 1, 1849, the Authority may au-
thorize the commencement of construction
of not to exceed one hundred and thirty-five
thousand dwelling units after July 1, 1949,
which limit shall be increased by further
amounts of one hundred and thirty-five
thousand dwelling units on July 1 in each of
the years 1950 through and including 1854,
respectively: Provided, That (subject to the
authorization of not to exceed eight hun-
dred and ten thousand dwelling units) such
limit, and any such authorized increase
therein, may be increased at any time or
times by additional amounts aggregating not
more than sixty-five thousand dwelling units,
or may be decreased at any time or times by
amounts aggregating not more than eighty-
five thousand dwelling units, upon a deter-
mination by the President, after receiving
advice from the Council of Economic Ad-
visers as to the general effect of such increase
or decrease upon conditions in the building
industry and upon the natlonal economy,
that such action is in the public Interest:
And provided further, That contracts for an-
nual contributions with respect to low-rent
housing projects initiated after March 1,
1949, shall not provide for the commence-
ment of construction of more than eight
hundred and ten thousand dwelling units
without further authorization from the Con-
gress: And provided further, That in no
event shall the Authority permit the com-
mencement of construction of more than two
hundred thousand dwelling units in any fis-
cal year.’; and

“(b) By deleting the third sentence of
subsection 10 (a) and adding the following
new subsection to section 10;

“!(h) Every contract made pursuant to
this Act for annual contributions for any
low-rent housing project initiated aiter
March 1, 1948, shall provide that no annual
contributions by the Authority shall be
made available for such project unless such
project is exempt from all real and personal
property taxes levied or imposed by the
Btate, city, county, or other political sub-
divisions, but such contract may authorize
the public housing agency to make payments
in lieu of such taxes in an annual amount
not in excess of 10 per centum of the annual
shelter rents charged in such project: Pro-
vided, That, with respect to any such project
to be located in any State where, by reason
of constitutional limitations or otherwise,
such project is not exempt from all real and
personal property taxes levied or imposed by
the State, city, county, or other political sub-
division, such contract may provide, in lieu
of the requirement for tax exemption and
the authorization of payments in lieu of
taxes, that no annual contributions by the
Authority shall be made available for such
project unless and until the State, city,
county, or other political subdivision in
which such project i1s situated shall con-
tribute, in the form of cash, at least 20 per
centum of the annual contributions paid
by the Authority. In respect to low-rent
housing projects initiated prlor to March 1,
1949, the Authority may, after the effective
date of the Housing Act of 1949, authorize
payments in lieu of taxes for each of the
project fiscal years in respect to which an-
nual contribution dates occurred during the
two-year period ending June 30, 1940, in
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amounts which, together with amounts
already paid, will not exceed the greater of
either (i) b per centum of the shelter rents
charged in such projects for each of such
project fiscal years, or (ii) the amounts
specified in the cooperation agreements in
effect July 1, 1947, between the public hous-
ing agencies and the political subdivisions
in which the projects are located, or in the
ordinances or resolutions of such political
subdivisions in eflect on such date. In re-
spect to such low-rent housing projects ini-
tiated prior to March 1, 1949, the contracts
for annual contributions may be amended
as to project fiscal years in respect to which
annual contribution dates occur on or after
July 1, 1949, so as to require exemption from
real and personal property taxes in lieu of
any other requirements as to local contribu-
tions and to permit payments in lieu of taxes
on the terms prescribed in the first sentence
of this subsection; in the event that the
contracts for annual contributions are not
80 amended, payments in lieu of taxes in
respect to such project fiscal years shall be
limited to the amount specified in the co-
operation agreements or ordinances or reso-
lutions in effect July 1, 1947,

“SFECIAL PROVISIONS FOR LARGE FAMILIES OF

LOW INCOME

“Sec. 306. In order to enable low-rent hous-
ing to better serve the needs of large families
of low income, the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended, is hereby amend-
ed by deleting the second sentence of sub-
section 2 (1) and substituting therefor the
Tollowing: ‘The dwellings in low-rent hous-
ing as defined in this Act shall be available
solely for families whose net annual income
at the time of admission, less an exemption
of $100 for each minor member of the family
other than the head of the family and his
spouse, dees not exceed five times the annual
rental (including the value or cost to them
of water, electricity, gas, other heating and
cooking Tuels, and other utilities) of the
dwellings to be furnished such families,
For the sole purpose of determining eligibil-
ity for continued occupancy, a public hous-
ing agency may allow, from the net income
of any family, an exemption for each minor
member of the family (other than the head
of the family and his spouse) of either (a)
$100, or (b) all or any part of the annual
income of such minor. For the purposes of
this subsection, a minor shall mean a person
less than 21 years of age.’

“TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

“Sec. 307. The United States Housing Act
of 1937, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

“{a) By deleting from section 1 the words
‘rural or urban communities’ and by sub-
stituting therefor the words ‘urban and rural
nonfarm areas';

“(b) (1) By adding at the end of subsec-
tion 2 (11) the following new sntence: 'The
Authority shall enter into contracts for fi-
nancial assistance with a State or State agen-
cy where such State or State agency makes
application for such assistance for an eligible
project which, under the applicable laws of
the State, is to be developed and adminis-
tered by such State or State agency.’; and

“(2) By adding the following new sub-
section 2:

“*(16) The term “initiated” when used in
reference to the date on which a project was
initiated refers to the date of the first con-
tract for financial assistance in respect to
such project entered into by the Authority
and the public housing agency.’;

“(c) By adding to section 6 of the follow-
ing new subsection:

“‘(e) With respect to all projects under
title II of Public Law 671, Seventy-sixth
Congress, approved June 28, 1940, references
therein to the United States Housing Act of
1977, as amended, shall include all amend-
ments to said Act made by the Housing Act
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of 1949 or by any other law thereafter en-.
acted.’;

“(d) By deleting the proviso in subsection

10 (a) and the proviso in subsection 11 (a),

and in each case changing the colon preced-

ing the word ‘Provided’ to a period; and by

adding at the end of sald subsection 10 (a)

the following new sentence: *The Authority

shall not make any contract for loans (other

than preliminary loans) or for annual con-

tributions or for capital grants pursuant to

this Act with respect to any low-rent hous-

ing project initiated after March 1, 1949, un-

less the governing body of the locality in-

volved has entered into an agreement with

the public housing agency providing that,

subsequent to the initiation of the low-rent

housing project and within five years after

the completion thereof, there has been or
will be elimination, by demolition, condem=~
nation, effective closing, or compulsory re-
pair or improvement, of unsafe or insanitary
dwelling units situated In the locality or
metropolitan area substantially equal in
number to the number of newly constructed

dwelling units provided by such project:

Provided, however, That where more than

one family is living in an unsafe or insani-

tary dwelling unit the elimination of such

unit shall count as the elimination of units

equal to the number of families accommo-
dated therein: Frovided jfurther, That such
elimination may, in the discretion of the
Authority be deferred in any locality or
metropolitan area where there Is an acute
shortage of decent, safe or sanitary housing
available to families of low income: And
provided further, That this requirement
shall not apply in the case of any low-rent
housing project located in a rural nonfarm
area, or to any low-rent housing project de-
veloped on the site of a slum cleared sub-

sequent to the date of enactment of the
Housing Act of 1949 and that the dwelling
units which had been eliminated by the
clearance of the site of such project shall
not be counted as elimination for any other
low-rent project.’

“{e) By amending the second sentence of
subsection 13 (a) to read as follows: ‘The
Authority may bid for and purchase at any
foreclosure by any party or at any other
sale, or (pursuant to section 22 or other-
wise) acquire or take possession of any proj-
ect which it previously owned or in connec-
tion with which it has made a loan, annual
contribution, or capital grant; and in such
event the Authority may complete, admin-
ister, pay the principal of and interest on
any obligations issued in connection with
such project, dispose of, and otherwise deal
with, such projects or parts thereof, subject,
however, to the limitatio:'s elsewhere in this
Act governing their administration and dis-
position.’;

“{f) By amending subsection 16 (2) to
read as follows:

*“*(2) Any contract for loans, annual con-
tributions, capital grants, sale, or lease pur-
suant to this Act shall contain a provision
requiring that not less than the salaries or
wages prevailing in the locality, as deter-
mined or adopted (subsequent to a determi-
natlon under applicable State or local law) by
the Authority, shall be paid to all architects,
technical engineers, draftsmen, and tech-
niclans, employed in the development and to
all maintenance laborers and mechanics
employed in the administration of the
low-rent housing or slum-clearance proj-
ect involved; and shall also contain a
provision that not less than the wages
prevailing in the locality, as predetermined
by the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the
Davis-Bacon Act (49 Stat. 1011), shall be
paid to all laborers and mechanics em-
ployed in the development of the project
involved; and the Authority shall require
certification as to compliance with the pro-
visions of this paragraph prior to making
any payment under such contract.’;
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“(g) By amending subsection 21 (d) to
read as follows:

“*‘(d) Not more than 10 per centum of
the total annual amount of $336,000,000
provided in this Act for annual contribu-
tions, nor more than 10 per centum of the
amounts provided for in this Act for grants,
shall be expended within any one State.’;
and

“(h) By renumbering sections 22 to 30,
inclusive, so that they become sections 23
to 31, inclusive.

“TrrLE IV—HOUSING RESEARCH

“Sgo. 401, Title III of Public Law 801,
Eightieth Congress, approved August 10,
1948, is hereby amended to read as follows:

“'Sgc. 801. The Housing and Home Fi-
nance Administrator shall—

“‘(a) Undertake and conduct a program
with respect to technical research and stud-

1es concerned with the development, demon-

stration, and promotion of the acceptance
and application of new and improved tech-
nigues, materials, and methods which will
permit progressive reductions In housing
construction and maintenance costs, and
stimulate the increased and sustained pro-
duction of housing, and concerned with
housing economics and other housing market
data. Such program may be concerned with
improved and standardized building codes
and regulations and methods for the more
uniform administration thereof, standard-
ized dimensions and methods for the assem-
bly of home-building materials and equip-
ment, improved residential design and con=-
struction, new and improved types of hous-
ing components, building materials and
equipment, and methods of production, dis-
tribution, assembly, and construction, and
sound techniques for the testing thereof and
for the determination of adequate perform-
ance standards, and may relate to appralsal,
credit, and other housing market data, hous-
ing needs, demand and supply, finance and
investment, land costs, uge and improvement,
site planning and utilities, zoning and other
laws, codes, and regulations as they apply
to housing, other factors affecting the cost
of housing, and related technical and eco-
nomic research. Contracts may be made by
the Administrator for technical research
and studies authorized by this subsection
for work to continue not more than four
years from the date of any such contract.
Notwithstanding the provisions of section 5
of the Act of June 20, 1874, as amended (31
U. 8. C. T13), any unexpended balances of
appropriations properly obligated by con-
tracting with an organization as provided
in this subsection may remain upon the
books of the Treasury for not more than five
fiscal years before being carried to the sur-
plus fund and covered Into the Treasury.
All contracts made by the Administrator for
technical research and studies authorized by
this or any other Act shall contain require-
ments making the results of such research or
studies available to the public through dedi-
cation, assignment to the .Government, or
such other means as the Administrator shall
determine. The Administrator shall dissem-
inate, and without regard to the provisions
of 39 United States Code 321n, the results
of such research and studies in such form
as may be most useful to industry and to
the general public. Notwithstanding any
other provisions of law except provisions en-
acted expressly in limitation hereof, the Ad-
ministrator Is authorized to consolidate, with
the functions and activities performed under
this subsection, any functions or activities
now being performed or which, otherwise,
would be performed by any constituent
agency of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency with respect to housing market data,
and with respect to any other function or
activity which the Administrator is author-
ized to perform by this subsection, if he de-
termines that such consolidation is practi-
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cable and will promote more effective ad-
ministration. The Administrator shall uti-
lize the authority under this subsection with
respect to housing market data to secure
such information and data as may be re-
quired in connection with the functions of
the constituent agencies within the Housing
and Home Finance Agency and his supervi-
sion and coordination of the functions of
sald agencies, and in connection with deter-
minations and approvals under section 15
{(7) (b) (ii) and section 15 (8) (a) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed: Provided, That this sentence shall not be
construed as a limitation upon the authority
conferred upon the Administrator by this
subsection,

“‘(b) Prepare and submit to the President
and to the Congress estimates of national ur-
ban and rural nonfarm housing needs and
reports with respect to the progress being
made toward meeting such needs, and corre-
late and recommend proposals for such ex-
ecutive action or legislation as may be neces-
sary or desirable for the furtherance of the
national housing objective and policy estab-
lished by this act, with respect to urban and
rural nonfarm housing, together with such
other reports or information as may be re-
quired of the Administrator by the Presldent
or the Congress, :

“‘(e) Encourage localities to make studies
of their own housing needs and markets,
along with surveys and plans for housing, ur-
ban land use and related community develop-
ment, and provide, where requested and
needed by the localities, technical advice and
guidance In the making of such studies, sur-
veys, and plans. To facilitate the coopera-
tion of Federal agencies in carrying out such
studies or surveys, such Federal agencies are
hereby authorized to accept funds and reim-
burse their appropriation for the cost of such
studies or surveys.

“*Spc. 302. In carrying out research and
studies under this title, the administrator
shall utilize, to the fullest extent feasible, the
available facilities of other departments, in-
dependent establishments, and agencies of
the Federal Government, and shall consult
with, and make recommendations to, such
departments, Iindependent establishments,
and agencies with respect to such action as
may be necessary and desirable to overcome
existing gaps and deficiencies in available
housing data or in the facilities available for
the collection of such data. The Adminis-
trator is further authorized, for the purposes
of this title, to undertake research and
studies cooperatively with industry and
labor, and with agencies of State or local
governments, and educational Institutions
and other nonprofit organizations. For the
purpose of enterlng into contracts with any
Btate or local public agency or instrumen-
tality, or educational institution or other
nonprofit agenecy or organization, in carrying
out any research or studles authorized by this
title, the administrator may exercise any of
the powers vested in him by section 502 (c¢)
of the Housing Act of 1948, .

“*Sge. 303. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this title.

* ‘Sgc. 304. The administrator shall appoint
a director to administer the provisions of this
title under the direction and supervision of
the administrator, and the basic rate of com-
pensation of such position shall be the same
as the basic rate of compensation established
for the heads of the constituent agencies of
the Housing and Home Finance Agency.'”

“Trre V—Farm Housing
“FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE BY THE SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

“Sec. 501. (a) The Secretary of Agricul-

ture (hereinafter referred to as the 'Secre-

tary’) is authorized, subject to the terms
and conditions of this title, to extend finan-

9135

cial assistance, through the Farmers Home
Adminjstration, to owners of farms in the
United Btates and in the Territories of
Alaska and Hawaii and in Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands, to enable them to con-
struct, improve, alter, repair, or replace
dwellings and other farm buildings on their
farms, to provide them, their tenants, lessees,
sharecroppers, and laborers with decent, safe,
and sanitary living conditions and adequate
farm buildings as specified in this title.

“(b) For the purpose of this title, the term
‘farm’ shall mean a parcel or parcels of land
operated as a single unit which is used for
the production of one or more agricultural
commodities and which customarily produces
or is capable of producing such commodities
for sale and for home use of a gross annual
value of not less than the equivalent of a
gross annual value of 8400 in 1944, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. The Secretary shall
promptly determine whether any parcel or
parcels of land constitute a farm for the pur-
poses of this title whenever requested to do
s0 by any interested Federal, State, or local
public agency, and his determination shall
be conclusive.

“(c) In order to be eligible for the assist-
ance authorized by paragraph (a), the ap-
plicant must show (1) that he is the owner
of a farm which is without a decent, safe,

“and sanitary dwelling for himself and his

family and necessary resident farm labor, or
for the family of the operating tenant, les-
see, or sharecropper, or without other farm
buildings adequate for the type of farming in
which he engages or desires to engage; (2)
that he is without sufficient resources to pro-
vide the necessary housing and bulldings on
his own asccount; and (3) that he is unable
to secure the credit necessary for such hous-
ing and buildings from other sources upon
terms and conditions which he could reason-
ably be expected to fulfill,

“LOANS FOR HOUSING AND BUILDINGS ON
ADEQUATE FARMS

“Sec. 502, (a) If the Secretary determines
that an applicant is eligible for assistance as
provided in section 501 and that the appli-
cant has the ability to repay in full the sum
to be loaned, with Interest, giving due con-
sideration to the income and earning ca-
pacity of the applicant and his family from
the farm and other sources, and the main-
tenance of a reasonable standard of living
for the owner and the occupants of said farm,
a loan may be made by the Secretary to said
applicant for a period of not to exceed thirty-
three years from the making of the loan
with interest at a rate not to exceed 4 per
centum per annum on the unpaid balance
of principal.

“(b) The Instruments under which the
loan is made and the security given shall—

“(1) provide for security upon the appli-
cant’s equity in the farm and such addi-
tional security or collateral, if any, as may be
found necessary by the Secretary reasonably
to assure repayment of the indebtedness:

“(2) provide for the repayment of prinei-
pal and interest in accordance with schedules
and repayment plans prescribed by the
Becretary;

“{3) contain the agreement of the borrow-
er that he will, at the request of the Secre-
tary, proceed with diligence to refinance the
balance of the indebtedness through cooper-
ative or other responsible private credit
sources whenever the Secretary determines,
in the light of the borrower's circumstances,
including his earning capacity and the in-
come from the farm, that he is able to do so
upon reasonable terms and conditions;

“(4) be in such form and contain such
covenants as the Secretary shall prescribe to
secure the payment of the loan with Interest,

‘protect the security, and assure that the

farm will be maintained in repair and that
waste and exhaustion of the farm will be pre-
vented.
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“LOANS FOR HOUSING AND BUILDINGS ON PO-
TENTIALLY ADEQUATE FARMS

“Sgc. 503. If the Secretary determines (a)
that, because of the inadequacy of the in-
come of an eligible applicant from the farm
to be improved and from other sources, said
applicant may not reasonably be expected to
make annual repayments of principal and
interest in an amount sufficient to repay the
loan in full within the period of time pre-
scribed by the Secretary as authorized in
this title; (b) that the income of the appli-
cant may be sufficlently increased within a
period of not to exceed five years by improve-
ment or enlargement of the farm or an ad-
justment of the farm practices or methods;
and (c¢) that the applicant has adopted and
may reasonably be expected to put into effect
a plan of farm improvement, enlargement,
or adjusted practices or production which,
in the opinion of the Secretary, will increase
the applicant’s income from said farm with-
in a period of not to exceed five years to the
extent that the applicant may be expected
thereafter to make annual repayments of
principal and interest sufficlent to repay the
balance of the indebtedness less payments
in cash and credits for the contributions to
be made by the Secretary as hereinafter
provided, the Secretary may make a loan In
an amount necessary to provide adequate
farm dwellings and buildings on sald farm
under the terms and conditions prescribed
in section 502. In addition, the Secretary
may agree with the borrower to make an-
nual contributions during the said five-
year period in the form of credits on the bor-
rower's indebtedness in an amount not to
exceeed the annual installment of interest
and 50 percent of the principal payments
accruing during any installment year up to
and including the fifth installment year,
subject to the conditions that the borrow-
er's income is, in fact, insufiicient to enable
the borrower to make payments in accord-
ance with the plan or schedule prescribed by
the Secretary and that the borrower pur-
sues his plan of farm reorganization and
improvements or enlargement with due dili-
gence.

“This agreement with respect to credits of
principal and interest upon the borrower's
indebtedness shall not be assignable nor
accrue to the benefit of any third party
without the written consent of the Secretary
and the Secretary shall have the right, at his
option, to cancel the agreement upon the
sale of the farm or the execution or creation
of any lien thereon subsequent to the lien
given to the Secretary,-or to refuse to release
the lien given to the Secretary except upon
payment in cash of the entire original prin-
cipal plus accrued Interest thereon less ac-
tual cash payments in principal and interest
when the Secretary determines that the re-
lease of the llen would permit the benefits
of this section to accrue to a person not eli-
gible to receive such benefits.

“OTHER SPECIAL LOANS AND GRANTS FOR MINOR
IMPROVEMENTS TO FARM HOUSING AND BUILD-
INGS
“Sec. 504. (a) In the event the Secretary

determines that an eligible applicant can-

not qualify for a loan under the provisions
of sections 502 and 503 and that repairs or
improvements should be made to a farm
dwelling occupied by him, in order to make
such dwelling safe and sanitary and remove
hazards to the health of the cccupant, his
family, or the community, and that repairs
should be made to farm buildings in order
to remove hazards and make such buildings

safe, the Secretary may make a grant or a

combined loan and grant, to the applicant

to cover the cost of improvements or addi-
tions, such as repairing roofs, providing toilet

facllities, providing a convenlent and sani- -

tary water supply, supplying screens, repair-
ing or providing structural supports, or mak=-
ing other similar repairs or improvements.
No assistance shall be extended to any one
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Individual under this subsection (1) In the
form of a loan, or combined loan and grant,
in excess of $1,000, or (2) in the form of a
grant (whether or not combined with a loan)
in excess of §500. Any portion of the sums
advanced to the borrower treated as a loan
shall be secured and be repayable in accord-
ance with the principles and conditions set
forth in this title. Sums made available by
grant may be made subject to the conditions
set out in this title for the protection of the
Government with respect to contributions
made on loans by the Secretary.

“(b) In order to encourage adequate family
size farms the Secretary may make loans
under this section and section 503 to any ap-
plicant whose farm needs enlargement or
development in order to provide income suffi-
cient to support decent, safe, and sanitary
housing and other farm buildings, and may
use the funds made available under clause
(b) of section 513 for such purposes.

“MORATORIUM ON PAYMENTS UNDER LOANS

“Sec. 505. During any time that any such
loan s cutstanding, the Secretary is author-
ized under regulations to be prescribed by
him to grant a moratorium upon the pay-
ment of interest and principal on such loans
for so long a period as he deems necessary,
upon a showing by the borrower that due to
circumstances beyond his control, he is un-
able to continue making payments of such
prineipal and interest when due without
unduly impairing his standard of living. In
cases of extreme hardship under the forego-
ing circumstances, the Secretary is further
authorized to cancel interest due and pay-
able on such loans during the moratorium.
Should any foreclosure of such a mortgage
securing such a loan upon which a mora-
torium has been granted occur, no deficiency
judgment shall be taken against the mort-
gagor if he shall have faithfully tried to
meet his obligation,

“TECHNICAL SERVICES AND RESEARCH

“Spc. 506. (a) In connection with finan-
cial assistance authorized in sections 501 to
504, inclusive, the Secretary shall require
that all new buildings and repairs financed
under this title shall be substantially con-
structed and in accordance with such build-
ing plans and specifications as may be re-
quired by the Secretary. Bulldings and re-
pairs constructed with funds advanced
pursuant to this title shall be supervised
and inspected, as may be required by the
Secretary, by competent employees of the
Becretary. In addition to the financial
assistance authorized in sections 501 to 504,
inclusive, the Secretary is authorized to
furnish, through such agencies as he may
determine, to any person, including a per-
son eligible for financial assistance under
this title, without charge or at such charges
as the Secretary may determine, technical
services such as building plans, specifica-
tions, construction supervision and inspec-
tion, and advice and information regarding
farm dwellings and other buildings. The
Becretary is further authorized to conduct
research and technical studies including the
development, demonstration, and promotion
of construction of adequate farm dwellings
and other buildings for the purposes of
stimulating construction, improving the
architectural design and utility of such
dwellings and buildings, utilizing new and
native materials, economies in materials and
construction methods, new methods of pro-
duction, distribution, assembly, and con-
struction, With a view to reducing the cost
of farm dwellings and bulldings and adapt-
ing and developing fixtures and appurte-
nances for more efficient and economical
farm use.

"(b) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
prepare and submit to the President and to
the Congress estimates of national farm
housing needs and reports with respect to

the progress being made toward meeting
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such needs, and correlate and recommend
proposals for such executive action or legis-
lation necessary or desirable for the further=
ance of the national housing objective and
policy established by this Act with respect
to farm housing, together with such other
reports or Information as may be required
of the Secretary by the President or the
Congress.

“PREFERENCES FOR VETERANS AND FAMILIES OF

DECEASED SERVICEMEN

“8Ec. 507. As between eligible applicants
seeking assistance under this title, the Sec-
retary shall give preference to veterans and
the families of deceased servicemen. As
used herein, a ‘veteran’ shall be a person
who served in the land or naval forces of
the United States during any war betweem
the United States and any other nation and
who shall have been discharged or released

‘therefrom on conditions other than dishon-

orable. ‘'Deceased servicemen’ shall mean
men or women who served in the land or
naval forces of the United States during any
war between the United States and any other
nation and who diled in service before the
termination of such war.

“LOCAL COMMITTEES TO ASSIST SECRETARY

“Sec. 508. (a) For the purposes of this sub=
sectlon and subsection (b) of this section,
the Secretary may use the services of any
existing committee of farmers operating
(pursuant to laws of regulations carried
out by the Department of Agriculture) in
any county or parish in which activities are
carried on under this title, In any county
or parish in which activities are carried on
under this title and in which no existing
satisfactory committee is available, the Sec-
retary is authorized to appoint a committee
composed of three persons residing in the
county or parish. Each member of such
existing or newly appointed committee shall
be allowed compensation at the rate of 5
per day while engaged in the performance
of duties under this title and, in addition,
shall be allowed such amounts as the Sec-
retary may prescribe for necessary traveling
and subsistence expenses. One member of
the committee shall be designated by the
Secretary as chairman. The Secretary shall
prescribe rules governing the procedures of
the committees, furnish forms and equip-
ment necessary for the performance of their
duties, and authorize and provide for the
compensation of such clerical assistance as
he deems may be required by any committee.

“(b) The committees utilized or appointed
pursuant to this section shall examine ap-
plications of persons desiring to obtain the
benefits of this title and shall submit recom=
mendations to the Secretary with respect to
each applicant as to whether the applicant
is eligible to receive the benefits of this title,
whether by reason of his character, ability,
and experience, he is likely successfully to
carry out undertakings required of him under
a loan or grant under this title, and whether
the farm with respect to which the applica-
tion is made is of such character that there
is a reasonable likelihood that the making
of the loan or grant requested will carry
out the purposes of this title. The com-
mittees shall also certify to the Secretary
their opinions of the reasonable values of
the farms. The committees shall, in addi-
tion, perform such other duties under this
title as the Secretary may require.

“GENERAL POWERS OF SECRETARY

“SEc. 509. (a) The Secretary, for the pur-
poses of this title, shall have the power to
determine and prescribe the standards of
adequate farm housing and other buildings,
by farms or localities, taking into considera-
tion, among other factors, the type of hous-
ing which will provide decent, safe, and sani-
tary dwelling for the needs of the family
using the housing, the type and character of
the farming operations to be conducted, and
the size and earning capacity of the land.
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*“(b) The Secretary may require any re-
cipient of a loan or grant to agree that the
avallability of improvements constructed or
repaired with the proceeds of the loan or
grant under this title shall not be a justifi-
cation for directly or indirectly changing the
terms or conditions of the legse or occupancy
agreement with the occupants of such farms
to the latter's disadvantage without the ap-
proval of the Secretary.

“ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

“Sec. 510. In carrying out the provisions of
this title, the Secretary shall have the power
to— :

“(a) make contracts for services and sup-
plies without regard to the provisions of sec-
tion 8709 of the Revised Statutes, as amend-
ed, when the aggregate amount involved Is
less than §300;

“(b) enter into subordination, subroga-
tion, or other agreements satisfactory to the
Secretary;

“(e) compromise claims and obligations
arising out of sections 502 to 505, inclusive, of
this title, and adjust and modify the terms of
mortgages, leases, contracts, and agreements
entered into as circumstances may require,
including the release from personal liability,
without payments of further consideration,
of—

“(1) borrowers who have transferred their
farms to other approved applicants for loans
who have agreed to assume the outstanding
indebtedness to the Secretary under this
title; and

“(2) borrowers who have transferred their
farms to other approved applicants for loans
who have agreed to assume that portion of
the outstanding indebtedness to the Secre-
tary under this title which is equal to the
earning capacity value of the farm at the
time of the transfer, and borrowers whose
farms have been acquired by the Secretary,
in cases where the Secretary determines that
the original borrowers have cooperated in
good faith with the Secretary, have farmed
in a workmanlike manner, used due dill-
gence to maintain the security against loss,
and otherwise fulfilled the covenants inci-
dent to their loans, to the best of their
abilities;

“(d) collect all claims and obligations
arising out of or under any mortgage, lease,
contract, or agreement entered into pursuant
to this title and, if in his judgment necessary
and advisable, to pursue the same to final
collection in any court having jurisdiction:
Provided, That the prosecution and defense
of all litigation under this title shall be con-
ducted under the supervision of the Attorney
General and the legal representation shall be
by the United States attorneys for the dis-
tricts, respectively, in which such litigation
may arise and by such other attorney or at-
torneys as may, under law, be designated by
the Attorney General;

“(e) bid for and purchase at any foreclo-
sure or other sale or otherwise to acquire the
property pledged or mortgaged to secure a
loan or other indebtedness owing under this
title, to accept title to any property so pur~
chased or acquired, to operate or lease such
property for such period as may be necessary
or advisable, to protect the interest of the
United States therein and to sell or otherwise
dispose of the property so purchased or ac-
quired by such terms and for such consider=-
ations as the Secretary shall determine to be
reasonable and to make loans as provided
herein to provide adequate farm dwellings
and buildings for the purchasers of such
property;

“(f) utilize with respect to the indebted-
ness arising from loans and payments made
under this title, all the powers and authori-
ties given to him under the Act approved
December 20, 1944, entitled ‘An Act to au-
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to com-
promise, adjust, or cancel certaln indebted-
ness, and for other purposes’ (68 Stat. 836),

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

as such Act now provides or may hereafter
be amended;

“(g) make such rules and regulations as
he deems necessary to carry out the purposes
of this title.

“LOAN FUNDS

“Sec. 511. The Secretary may issue notes
and other obligations for purchase by the
Becretary of the Treasury in such sums as the
Congress may from time to time determine
to make loans under this title (other than
loans under section 504 (b)) not in excess of
$25,000,000 on and after July 1, 1949, an dddi-
tional $50,000,000 on and after July 1, 1950,
an additional $75,000,000 on and after July 1,
1951, and an additional $100,000,000 on and
after July 1, 1852. The notes and obligations
issued by the Secretary shall be secured by
the obligations of borrowers ard the Secre-
tary's commitments to make contributions
under this title and shall be repaid from the
payment of principal and interest on the ob-
ligations of the borrowers and from funds
appropriated hereunder. The notes and
other obligations issued by the Secretary
shall be in such forms and denominations,
shall have such maturities, and shall be sub-
ject to such terms and conditions as may be
prescribed by the Secretary with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury. Such notes
or obligations shall bear interest at a rate
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury,
taking into consideration the current average
rate on outstanding marketable obligations
of the United States as of the last day of the
month preceding the issuance of the notes
or obligations by the Secretary, The Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized and di-
rected to purchase any notes and other obli-
gations of the Secretary issued hereunder
and for such p is authorized to use as
& public debt transaction the proceeds from
the sale of any securities issued under the
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and
the purposes for which securities may be is-
sued under such Act are extended to include
any purchases of such obligations. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury may at any time sell
any of the notes or obligations acquired by
him under this section. All redemptions,
purchases, and sales by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes or obligations shall
be treated as public debt transactions of the
United States.

“CONTRIBUTIONS

“Sec. 512, In connection with loans made
pursuant to section 503, the Secretary is au-
thorized, on and after July 1, 1949, to make
commitments for contributions aggregating
not to exceed $500,000 per annum and to
make additional commitments, on and after
July 1 of each of the years 1950, 1951, and
1952, respectively, which shall require addi-
tional contributions aggregating not more

than $1,000,000, $1,500,000, and $2,000,000 per*

annum, respectively.

“SEC. 513. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary (a) such sums
as may be necessary to meet payments on
notes or other obligations issued by the Sec-
retary under section 511 eqgual to (i) the
aggregate of the contributions made by the
Secretary in the form of credits on principal
due on loans made pursuant to section 503,
and (ii) the interest due on a similar sum
represented by notes or other obligations is-
sued by the Secretary; (b) an additional §2,-
000,000 for grants pursuant to section 504
(a) and loans pursuant to section 504 (b)
on and after July 1, 1949, which amount shall
be increased by further amounts of $5,000,-
000, $8,000,000, and £10,000,000 on July 1 of
each of the years 1950, 1951, and 1952, re-
spectively; and (e¢) such further sums as may
be necessary to enable the Secretary to carry
out the provisions of this title,

“TrrLe VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
“ADVISORY COMMITTEES

“Sec. 601, The Housing and Home Finance
Administrator may appoint such advisory
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committee or committees as he may deem
necessary in carrying out his functions,
powers, and duties, under this or any other
Act. BSarvice as a member of any such com=
mittee shall not constitute any form of serv-
ice or employment within the provisions of
sections 281, 283, or 284 of title 18 United
States Code.

“AMENDMENTS OF NATIONAL BANKING ACT

“Sec. 602. (a) The last sentence of para-
graph Seventh of section 5136 of the Re-
vised Statutes, as amended, is amended by
inserting before the colon, after the words
‘obligations of national mortgage associa-
tions', a comma and the following: ‘or such
obligations of any local public agency (as
defined in section 110 (h) of the Housing
Act of 1949) as are secured by an-agreement
between the local public agency and the
Housing and Home Finance Administrator
in which the local public agency agrees to
borrow from said Administrator, and said
Administrator agrees to lend to said local
public agency, prior to the maturity of such
obligations (which obligations shall have a
maturity of not more than eighteen months),
monies in an amount which (together with
any other monies irrevocably committed to
the payment of interest on such obligations)
will suffice to pay the prineipal of such
obligations with interest to maturity thereon,
which monies under the terms of said agree-
ment are required to be used for the pur-
pose of paying the principal of and the in-
terest on such obligations at their maturity,
or such obligations of a public housing
agency (as defined in the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended) as are
secured either (1) by an agreement between
the public housing agency and the Public
Housing Administration in which the public
housing agency agrees to borrow from the
Public Housing Administration, and the
Public Housing Administration agrees to lend
to the public housing agency, prior to the
maturity of such obligations (which obliga-
tions shall have a maturity of not more than
eighteen months), monies in an amount
which (together with any other monies irrev-
ocably committed to the payment of inter-
est on such obligations) will suffice to pay
the principal of such obligations with inter-
est to maturity thereon, which moniles un-
der the terms of said agreement are required
to be used for the purpose of paying the
prineipal of and the interest on such obliga-
tions at their maturity, or (2) by a pledge
of annual contributions under an annual
contributions contract between such public
housing agency and the Public Housing Ad-
ministration if such coniract shall contain
the covenant by the Public Housing Admin-
istration which is authorized by subsection
(b) of section 22 of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1837, as amended, and if the max-
imum sum and the maximum period speci-
filed in such contract pursuant to saild sub=
section 22 (b) shall not be less than the an-
nual amount and the period for payment
which are requisite to provide for the pay-
ment when due of all installments of prin=
cipal and interest on such obligations'.

“{b) Section 5200 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“4(11) Obligations of a local public agen-
cy (as defined in section 110 (h) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949) or of a public housing agen-
cy (as deflned in the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended) which have a ma-
turity of not more than eighteen months
shall not be subject under this section to
any limitation, if such obligations are se-
cured by an agreement between the obligor
agency and the Housing and Home Finance
Administrator or the Public Housing Admin-
istration in which the agency agrees to bor=
row from the Administrator or Administra-
tion, and the Administrator or Administra-
tion agrees to lend to the agency, prior to
the maturity of such obligations, monies in
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an amount which (together with any other
monies irrevocably committed to the pay-
ment of interest on such obligations) will
suffice to pay the principal of such obliga-
tions with interest to maturity, which
monies under the terms of said agreement
are reguired to be used for that purpose.’
“NATIONAL HOUSING COUNCIL

“Sre. 603. The Secretary of Labor or his
designee, and the Federal Security Admin-
istrator or his designee, shall hereafter be
included in the membership of the National
Housing Council in the Housing and Home
Finance Agency.

“AMENDMENTS OF THE GOVERNMENT CORPORA-
TIONS APPROPRIATION ACT, 1948, AND THE
GOVERNMENT CORPORATIONS APPROPRIATION
ACT, 1949

“Sgc. 604. (a) The second proviso in the
paragraph under the heading ‘Federal Public
Housing Authority’ in title I of the Govern-
ment Corporations Appropriation Act, 1948,
is hereby repealed as of July 1, 1947.

“{b) The second proviso in the paragraph
under the heading ‘Public Housing Adminis-
tration’ in title I of the Government Corpo-
rations Appropriation Act, 1949, is hereby re-
pealed as of July 1, 1248.

“(e) The first proviso in the paragraph un-
der the subheading ‘Public Housing Admin-
istration’ in title II of the Government Cor-
porations Appropriation Act, 1949, is here-
by repealed.

“DEPUTY HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE
ADMINISTRATOR

“Sgc. 605. The Housing and Home Finance
Administrator shall appoint a Deputy Hous-
ing and Home Finance Administrator, and
the basic rate of compensation of such posi-
tion shall be the same as the basic rate of
compensation established for the heads of
the constituent agencies of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency. The Deputy Admin-
istrator shall act as Administrator during
the absence or disability of the Administra-
tor or in the event of a vacancy in that
office, and shall perform such other duties
as the Administrator shall direct.

“CONVERSION OF STATE LOW-RENT OR VETERANS'
HOUSING PROJECTS

“Sec. 6068. Any low-rent or veterans’ hous-

ing project undertaken or constructed under.

a program of a State or any political sub-
division thereof shall be approved as a low=-
rent housing project under the terms of the
United States Housing Aet of 1937, as
amended, if (a) a contract for State finan-
cial assistance for such project was entered
into on or after January 1, 1948, and prior
to January 1, 1950, (b) the project is or can
become eligible for assistance by the Pub-
lic Housing Administration in the form of
loans and annual contributions under the
provisions of the United States Housing Act
of 1837, as amended, and (c) the publle
housing agency operating the project in the
State makes application to the Public Hous-
ing Administration for Federal assistance for
the project under the terms of the United
States Housing Act of 1837, as amended:
Provided, That loans made by the Public
Housing Administration for the purpose of
so converting the project to a project with
Federal assistance shall be deemed, for the
purposes of the provisions of section 9 and
other sections of the United States Housing
Act of 1927, to be loans to assist the de-
velopment of the project. Section 503 of
the Housing Act of 1948 is hereby repealed.
"“CENSUS OF HOUSING

“Sec. 607. (a) The Director of the Census
is authorized and directed to take a census
of housing in each State, the District of Co-
lumbia, Hawaill, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, and Alaska, in the year 1950 and de-
cennially thereafter in conjunction with, at
the same time, and as a part of the popula-
tion inquiry of the decennial census in or-
der to provide information concerning the
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number, characteristics (including utilities
and equipment), and geographical distri-
bution of dwelling units in the United
States. The Director of the Census is au-
thorized to collect such supplementary sta-
tistics (either in advance of or after the
taking of such census) as are necessary to
the completion thereof.

*{b) All of the provisions, including pen-
alties, of the Act providing for the fifteenth
and subsequent decennial censuses, ap-
proved June 18, 1929, as amended (U. S. C,,
title 13, ch. 4), shall apply to the taking of
the census provided for in- subsection (a)
of this section.

“NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY

“Sec, 608, Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of law, the National Capital Housing
Authority is hereby authorized to acquire
sites within the District of Columbia for low-
rent public housing projects assisted under
the provisions of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended.

“DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PARTICIPATION

“SEC. 609. To make available to the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and to authorize the ap-
propriate agencies operating therein to ac-
cept, the benefits provided by titles I and
III of this Act, the District of Columbia
Redevelopment Act of 1945 is hereby amend-
ed by renumbering sections 20, 21, and 22
thereof as sections 21, 22, and 23, respectively,
and by adding after section 19 a new section
to read as follows:

“‘SEC. 20. (a) As an alternative method of
financing its authorized operations and
functions under the provisions of this Act
(in addition to that provided in section 16

of this Act), the Agency is hereby author-.

Ized and empowered to accept financial as-
sistance from the Housing and Home Finance
Administrator (hereafter in this section re-
ferred to as the Administrator), in the form
of advances of funds, loans, and capital
grants pursuant to title I of the Housing Act
of 1949, to assist the Agency in acquiring
real property for redevelopment of project
areas and carrying out any functions author-
ized under this Act for which advances of
funds, loans, or capital grants may be made
to a local public agency under title I of the
Housing Act of 1949, and the Agency, subject
to the approval of the District Commission-
ers and subject to such terms, covenants,
and conditions as may be prescribed by the
Administrator pursuant to title I of the
Housing Act of 1948, may enter into such
contracts and agreements as may be neces-
sary, convenient, or desirable for such pur-
poses.

**(b) Subject to the approval of the Dis-
trict Commissioners, the Agency is author-
ized to accept from the Administrator ad-
vances of funds for surveys and plans in
preparation of a project or projects author-
ized by this Act which may be assisted under
title I of the Housing Act of 1949, and the
Agency is authorized to transfer to the Plan-
ning Commission so much of the funds so
advanced as the District Commissioners
shall determine to be necessary for the Plan-
ning Commission to carry out its functions
under this Act with respect to the project
or projects to be assisted under title I of
the Housing Act of 1949,

“f(¢) The District Commissioners are au-
thorized to include in their annual estimates
of appropriations items for administrative
expenses which, in addition to loan or other
funds avallable therefor, are necessary for
the Agency in carrying out its functions
under this section.

“*(d) Notwithstanding the limitation con-
tained in the last sentence of section 110 (d)
or in any other provision of title I of the
Housing Act of 1949, the Administrator is
authorized to allow and credit to the Agency
such local grants-in-aid as are approvable
pursuant to said section 110 (d) with respect
10 any project or projects undertaken by the
Agency under a contract or contracts entered
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into under this section and assisted under
title I of the Housing Act of 1848. In the
event such local grants-in-aid as are so
allowed by the Administrator are not suffi-
cient to meet the requirements for local
grants-in-ald pursuant to title I of the
Housing Act of 1949, the District Commis-
sloners are heretly authorized to enter into
agreements with the Agency, upon which
agreements the Administrator may rely, to
make cash payments of such deficiencies
from funds of the District of Columbia. The
District Commissioners shall include items
for such cash payments in their annual
estimates of appropriations, and there are
hereby authorized to be appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, the amounts necessary to pro-
vide for such cash payments. Any amounts
due the Administrator pursuant to any such
agreements shall be paid promptly from
funds appropriated for such purpose.

“*(e) All receipts of the Agency In con-
nection with any project or projects financed
in accordance with this section with assist-
ance under title I of the Housing Act of
1949, whether in the form of advances of
funds, loans, or capital grants made by the
Administrator to the Agency, or in the form
of proceeds, rentals, or revenues derived by
the Agency from any such project or
projects, shall be deposited in the Treasury
of the United States to the credit of a speclal
fund or funds, and all moneys in such special
fund or funds are hereby made available for
carrying out the purposes of this Act with
respect to such project or projects, including
the payment of any advances of funds or
loans, together with interest thereon, made
by the Administrator or by private sources to
the Agency. Expenditures from such fund
shall be audited, disbursed, and accounted
for as are other funds of the District of
Columbia.

*“*(f) With respect to any project or proj-
ects undertaken by the Agency which are
financed in accordance with this section with
assistance under title I of the Housing Act
of 1940—

“*(1) sections 3 (f), 3 (k), and 7 (g), and
the last sentence of section 6 (b) (2) of this
Act shall not be applicable to those pleces
of real property which, in accordance with
the approved project area redevelopment
plan, are to be devoted to public housing to
be undertaken under Public Law 307,
Beventy-third Congress, approved June 12,
1934, as amended;

“‘(2) the site and use plan for the re-
development of the area, included in the
redevelopment plan of the project area pur-
suant to section 6 (b) (2) of this Act, shall
include the approximate extent and location
of any land within the area which is pro-
posed to be used for public housing to be
undertaken under Public Law 307, Seventy-
third Congress, approved June 12, 1934, as
amended;

“*(3) notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of this Act, the Agency, pursuant to
sectlon T (a) of this Act, shall have power
to transfer to and shall at a practicable time
or times transfer by deeds to the National
Capital Housing Authority those pleces of
real property which, in accordance with the
approved project area redevelopment plan,
are to be devoted to public houslng to be
undertaken under Public Law 307, Seventy-
third Congress, approved June 12, 1934, as
amended, and, in accordance with the re-
quirements of section 107 of the Housing
Act of 1949, the National Capital Housing
Authority shall pay for the same out of any
of its funds available for such acquisition.

“¢(g) It is the purpose and intent of this
sectlon to authorize the District Commis-
sioners and the appropriate agencies operat-
ing within the District of Columbia to do any
and all things necessary to secure financial
aid under title I of the Housing Act of 1940.
The District of Columbia Redevelopment
Land Agency is hereby declared to be a local
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public agency for all of the purposes of title
I of the Housing Act of 1949. As such a local
public agency for all of the purposes of
title I of the Housing Act of 1949, the Agency
is also authorized to borrow- money from the
Administrator or from private sources as
contemplated by title I of the Housing Act

of 1949, to issue its obligations evidencing

such loans, and to pledge as security for the
payment of such loans, and the interest
thereon, the property, income, revenues, and
other assets acquired in connection with the
project or projects financed in accordance
with this section with assistance under tltle
I of the Housing Act of 1949, but such obli-
gations or such pledge shall not constitute
a debt or obligation of either the United
States or of the District of Columbia.

“f(h) Nothing contained in this section
or in any other section of this Act shall re-
lieve the Administrator of his responsibili-
tles and duties under section 105 (c) or any
other section of the Housing Act of 1949,
The Administrator shall not enter into any
contract of financial assistance under title
I of this Act with respect to any project
of the District of Columbia Redevelopment
Land Agency for which a budget estimate
of appropriaton was transmitted pursuant
to law and for which no appropriation was
made by the Congress.'"

“ACT CONTROLLING

“SEC, 610. Insofar as the provisions of any
other law are inconsistent with the provisions
of this Act, the provisions of this Act shall
be controlling.

"“SEPARABILITY

“SEC. 611. Except as may be otherwise ex-
pressly provided in this Act, all powers and
authorities conferred by this Act shall be
cumulative and additional to and not in
derogation of any powers and authorities
otherwise existing. Notwithstanding any
other evidences of the intention of Congress,
it is hereby declared to be the controlling
intent of Congress that if any provisions of
this Act, or the application thereof to any
persons or circumstances, shall be adjudged
by any court of competent jurisdiction to be
invalld, such judgment shall not affect, im-
pair, or invalidate the remainder of this Act
or its applications to other persons and cir-
cumstances, but shall be confined in its op-
eration to the provisions of this Act or the
application thereof to the persons and cir-
cumstances directly involved in the con-
troversy in which such judgment shall have
been rendered.

“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“SEC. 612. No part of any appropriation,
loan, fund, or expenditure authorized by or
provided pursuant to this Act, shall be used
directly or indirectly to pay the salary or
wages of any officer or employee of the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency or the De-
partment of Agriculture who engages in a
strike against the Government of the United
States or who is a member of an organization
of Government employees that asserts the
right to strike against the Government of the
United States, or who advocates, or is a mem-
ber of an organization that advocates, the
overthrow of the Government of the United
States by force or violence: Provided, That
for the purposes hereof an afildavit shall be
considered prima facle evidence that the of-
ficer or employee making the affidavit has not
contrary to the provisions of this section en-
gaged in a strike against the Government of
the United States, is not a member of an
organization of Government employees that
asserts the right to strike against the Gov-
ernment of the United States, or that such
officer or employee does not advocate, and is
not & member of an organization that ad-
vocates, the overthrow of the Government of
the United States by force or violence: Pro-
vided further, That any person who engages
in a strike against the Government of the
United States or who is a member of an or-
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ganization of Government employees that
asserts the right to strike against the Govern-
ment of the United States, or who advocates,
or who is a member of an organization that
advocates, the overthrow of the Government
of the United States by force or viclence and
accepts an office or employment in the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency or the De-
partment of Agriculture the salary or wages
for which are pald from any appropriation,
loan, fund, or expenditure authorized by or
provided pursuant to this Act shall be gullty
of a felony and, upon conviction, shall be
fined .not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for
not more than one year, or both: Provided
jurther, That the above penalty clause shall
be in addition to, and not in substitution for,
any other provisions of existing law.”
And the House agree to the same,

BRENT SPENCE,

PAUL BROWN,

WRIGHT PATMAN,

MIKe MONRONEY,

Managers on the Part of the House,

BURNET R. MAYBANKE,

JOHN SPARKMAN,

Paur H. DOUGLAS,

RALPH E. FLANDERS,

HARRY P. CAIN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreelng votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 1070) to establish & na-
tional housing objective and the pollcy to be
followed in the attainment thereof, to pro-
vide Federal aid to assist slum-clearance
projects and low-rent public housing projects
initiated by local agencies, to provide for fl-
nancial assistance by the Secretary of Agri-
culture for farm housing, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The House amendment struck out all of
the Senate bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute amendment. The con-
ferees have agreed to a substitute for both
the Senate bill and the House amendment,
The substitute agreed to substantially fol-
lows the House amendment. Except for
clarifying, clerical, and minor changes, the
differences between the House amendment
and the substitute agreed to in conference
are explained below,

The House amendment contained a provi-
slon that the contracts for financial aid made
for slum clearance in communities for de-
velopment and redevelopment purposes
should require that preference in the selec-
tion of tenants for dwelling units built in
the project area be given to familles dis-
placed therefrom because of clearance and
redevelopment activity when such families
desire to live in such units, and are able to
pay rents or prices charged to other familles
for comparable dwelling units built as part
of the same development. Neither the Sen-
ate bill nor the conference substitute con-
tains a similar provision.

Title IT of the House amendment provided
for temporary extensions of title I of the Na-
tional Housing Act and section 608 of title VI
of such Act, and also provided for an Increase
of #500,000,000 in the insurance authoriza-
tion of title II of such Act. The Senate bill
contained no similar provision. The con-
ference substitute contains the language of
the House amendment with a provision mak-
ing the amendments effective as of June 30,
1949,

Titles III and V of the House amendment
contained conflicting provisions with respect
to veterans' preferences for admission into
low-rent public housing projects. The con=
ference substitute contains the provision
with respect to veterans' preferences con-
tained in title V of the House amendment
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making the preferences applicable to World
War I as well as World War II veterans. In
general such preferences would be available
to World War I and World War II veterans
for admission to low-rent public housing
projects without limitation as to the time
the preferences run and in this respect the
conference substitute is similar to the pro-
visions of the Senate hill.

The House amendment provided for the
construction of 1,060,000 low-rent public
housing dwelling units over a period of seven
years and authorized annual contributions
in an amount not exceeding $400,000,000 per
year. The Senate bill provided for the con-
struction of 810,000 dwelling units over a
period of six years with annual contribution
contract authorization of a maximum of
$308,000,000 per year. Both the House
amendment and the Senate bill provided
that the units to be constructed and the
contracts for annual contributions both
could be accelerated, upon a determination
by the President after recelving advice from
the Council of Economic Advisers as to the
general effect of such increase upon condi-
tions in the building industry and upon the
national economy and that such action is in
the public interest.

The House amendment provided that the
construction of 150,000 units could be com-
menced annually, and that such amount
could be so accelerated by an additional 100,-
000 units. The Senate bill proyvided that the
construction of 135,000 units could be com-
menced annually, and such amount could be
80 accelerated by an additional 65,000 units.
The conference substitute contains the pro-
visions of the Senate bill providing for a
maximum construction of 810,000 dwelling
units over a slx-year period and maximum
annual contributions of not more than
$308,000,000 per year and the acceleration
provision applicable to both, and also con-
talns a provision limiting the commence-
ment of construction of such dwelling units
to not to exceed 200,000 units in any fiscal
year.

The Senate bill and the House amendment
contained provisions deleting the present re-
quirements of law that any public low-rent
housing project assisted under the Act must
include the elimination by demolition, con-
demnation, and effective closing, or the com-
pulsory repair or improvement of unsafe or
insanitary dwellings situated in the locality
or metropolitan area substantially equal in
number to the number of newly constructed
dwellings provided by the project. The con-
ference substitute retains the provision strik-
ing out these requirements, but, in lieu of
the stricken requirements, provides that no
financial assistance (other than preliminary
loans) shall be made available for any low=
rent housing project initiated after March 1,
1949, unless the governing body of the local-
ity involved enters into an agreement with
the local public housing agency providing
that, with certain exceptions, there will be
eliminated within five years after the com-
pletion of the project unsafe or insanitary
dwellings substantially equal in number to
the number of newly constructed dwelling
units provided by project.

Title I of the House amendment contained
a provision which provided that the wages
to be paid mechanics and laborers employed
in slum-clearance projects should be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Labor pursuant
to the Davis-Bacon Act. Title IIT of the
House amendment and title IT of the Senate
bill amended the exlsting provisions of law
so as to provide that not less than the
prevailing wages as determined by the Ad-
ministrator be paid for work on projects.
The conference substitute places the author-
ity for the determination of wages to be
paid mechanics and laborers employed in
the development of low-rent projects assisted
under title III of the bi)l in the Secretary
of Labor, The provision of the conference,
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substitute conforms to the provision con-
talned in title I of the House amendment
and retained In title I of the conference
substitute.

The House amendment contained a pro-
vision in the farm housing title authoriz-
ing the Secretary of Agriculture to make
loans under sections 603 and 604 of the
farm housing title in accordance with the
provisions of the Bankhead-Jones Farm
Tenant Act to any applicant whose farm
needs enlargement or development in order
to provide income sufficient to support decent,
safe, and sanitary housing and other farm
buildings. The Senate bill contained no
similar provision. The conference substitute
in general retains the provision of the House
amendment with modification to make clear
that the loans would be made in accordance
with the terms and conditions of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949 and such loans for enlarge-
ment or development would be authorized
only to encourage adequate family-size farms,

The House amendment contained a provi-
sion authorizing the appropriation of $12,%
500,000 for grants or loans pursuant to sec=
tion 604, The Senate bill provided for grants
under section 604 in the amount of $25,000,-
000. The conference substitute authorizes
an appropriation of $25,000,000 to cover both
grants for minor improvements to farm hous-
ing and buildings and loans made for land
acquisition or development purposes. ,

The House amendment contained a provi-
slon enabling the District of Columbia to par-
ticipate in the benefits provided by titles
I and III of the Act but contained a pro-
vision that the Administrator could not en-
ter into a contract of financial assistance
under title I of the Act with respect to any
project of the District of Columbia Redevel-
opment Land Agency for which a budget esti<
mate of appropriation was transmitted pur-
suant to law and such appropriation was
denied after consideration thereof by the
Benate or House of Representatives or by
the Committee on Appropriations of either
body. The Senate bill did not contain a
similar provision. The conference substitute
follows the provisions of the House amend-
ment except that the denial of financial as-
sistance is conditioned upon a budget esti-
mate of appropriation for a project trans-
mitted pursuant to law and for which no
appropriation was made by the Congress.

The House amendment contained the
vision which appears in appropriation bills
that no part of any appropriation, loan, fund,
or expenditure authorized or provided by the
Act could be used, directly or indirectly, to
pay the salary or wages of any person who
engages In a strike against the Government
or who is & member of an organization of
Government employees that asserts the right
to strike against the Government of the
United States, or who advocates, or is a mem-
ber of an organization that advocates, the
overthrow of the Government of the United
Btates by force or viclence. The Senate bill
did not contaln a similar provision. The
conference substitute makes clear that this
prohibition only runs to an officer or em-
ployee of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency or the Department of Agriculture,
and thus avoids the possibility of this pro-
hibition extending to even laborers on the
projects as might have been the effect of the
broad language of the House amendment,

BRENT SPENCE,

PauL BROWN,

WRIGHT PATMAN,

Mike MONRONEY, z
Managers on the Part of the House,

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I think
the House is entirely familiar with the
provisions of the bill and the conference
report. We have brought back a con-
ference report that contains provisions
that are substantially the same as the
House agreed to, and I do not think it is
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necessary to prolong the discussion. The
statement of the managers on the part
of the House clearly and succinctly de-
fines the differences and the amend-
ments that have been agreed to.

Mr. of California. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield.

Mr., PHILLIPS of California. An
amendment was introduced when the
bill passed the House providing that
first rights should be given to those
moved from slum-clearance districts.
We have examples of that in the Dis-
trict of Columbia where it is proposed
to move people out, and not give them
the right to go into the new units built
as a result of the slum-clearance project.

Mr. SPENCE. That was taken care of
in other sections of the hill.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California, Can the
gentleman point those sections out to us?

Mr. SPENCE. There are provisions
insuring the rights of people who have
been removed contained in sections 105
(¢) and 302.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. SPENCE. The provision of which
the gentleman speaks was unnecessary.
This law is going to be administered lo-
cally by the local housing authorities,
and the amendment was unnecessary
and impractical. It gave these people a
vested interest in land that might subse-
quently be purchased. There is a pro-
vision that requires them to be taken
care of during the progress of the proj-
ect, and they would have the same rights

as other citizens similarly situated to be

housed in housing projects.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? .

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York. :

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman does not
believe that is any reason for rejecting
this conference report, does he?

Mr. SP. It would seem to me it
would be unthinkable that that would be
a reason to reject this conference report.
The rights of people who have been
mostly discussed were those of our Negro
citizens. They have benefited more than
any other segment of our people by rea-
son of slum clearance and low rent public
housing, and I have no complaint with
that becauvse I think on the whole they
probably needed this assistance more.
In my district they nave an excellent
project. It would certainly be an un-
seemly and unreasonable thing to at-
tempt to destroy the housing program
because of an amendment such as that
which really should not be in here at
all. It has no place here because there
is nothing of a discriminatory nature
provided in this bill, and those things
might jeopardize the ultimate success
of the whole program. I hope that those
arguments will not be made against the
conference report.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. The
gentleman understands there are a‘lot
of people in the United States who are
not Negroes and that they are also ones
who, in many of the areas, have been
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displaced by housing projects and not
permitied to get back in for some reason
or other.

Mr. SPENCE. I do not believe that
the race question should be in here at all.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. The
gentleman raised the race question
himself.

Mr. SPENCE. The same advantages
to all are there. Those people are taken
care of and there is ample provision in
the bill to see that they are taken care
of. Of course, they have to be housed
while the project is progressing.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts,

Mr. McCORMACK. It is very pleasing
to note the inquiry of my friend from
California when, if he had his way there
would be no housing legislation at all
and nobody would benefit.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE, I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. I would like to
point out that the proviso mentioned by
the chairman completely duplicates the
following provision:

(c) There be a feasible method for the
temporary relocation of families displaced
from the project area, and that there are
or are being provided, in the project area or
in other areas not generally less desirable in
regard to public utilities and public and
commercial facilities and at rents or prices
within the financial means of the families
displaced from the project area, decent, safe,
and sanitary dwellings equal in number to
the number of an available to such dis-
placed families and reasonably accessible to
their places of employment.

I do not know how you can state pref-
erence any more clearly. Also, it is pro-
vided under section 302 (g) that they
shall require that the public-housing
agency, as among low-income families
which are eligible applicants for occu-
pancy in dwellings of given sizes and at
specified rates, shall extend the follow-
ing preferences in the selection of
tenants:

First, to families which are to be displaced
by any low-rent housing project or by any
public slum-clearance or redevelopment
project, or which were so displaced within

8 years prior to making application to such
public housing agency.

Then the veterans and their families
are given the first preference among the
slum dwellers who are displaced.

Mr. JAVITS. May I ask two ques-
tions: First, does the chairman believe
that if the House conferees had insisted
on this amendment it would have been
an insuperable obstacle to agreement
with conferees on the part of the Senate?

Mr. SPENCE. I do.

Mr. JAVITS. Second, does the chair-
man have assurance that in the admin-
istration of this act, if we pass it, the
policy of the so-called Powell amend-
ment will in effect be carried out?

Mr. SPENCE. 1 do not see any reason
for discussing discrimination at all.
There is no discrimination in the act and
there is nothing that could lead to dis-
crimination in the act. It seems to me
we are dragging in a red herring to take
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the minds of the Members off of the real
issue which is, Do we want slum clear-
ance and subsidized low-rent housing?
That is what we are trying to bring in
here, a housing bill. The only way we
could bring it back here is in the manner
it has been brought back with the pro-
visions of the bill as they now exist.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL-
COTT].

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, when
the bill was under consideration in the
House the statement was made that it
did not make very much difference what
amendments the House adopted, that it
was expected that the Senate bill in
principle would come back as a confer-
ence report. And, that is what has hap-
pened. So far as the principle of public
housing is concerned, as has been said,
it did not make very much difference
whether the bill provided for 1,050,000
units or 810,000 units or 1,000 units.

Once you adopted the principle and pol- *

icy of the Federal Government embark-
ing on this activity, then it is expected
that the program shall be expanded suffi-
ciently to take in every community in
the United States. It is only fair and
right that if we clear the slums and pro-
vide for low-rent housing in one partic-
ular section of the United States, that
all of the remaining sections have a right
to expect that Congress will make pro-
vision for similar programs.

As the chairman of the committee has
said, the conferees reduced the amount
of public housing from 1,050,000, which
the House provided, to 810,000. They
eliminated the Powell amendment, and
according to the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House neither
the Senate bill nor the conference sub-
stitute contains a similar provision. Of
course, we can argue all we please about
other provisions of the bill taking care
of the Powell amendment, but the state-
ment of the managers on the part of the
House specifically says that there is no
similar provision in the substitute
adopted by the conference. I think
that answers that.

Now, there is one provision in the con-
ference report that was not in the House
report, which I think is highly desirable,
and that is the provision that in sub-
stance requires the demolition of a unit
of substandard units, slums, as we might
well call them, for each new unit con-
structed. Contracts must provide that
for each unit of low-cost housing con-
struction which is designed to eliminate
slums that during a 5-year period there
must be a comparable number of slum
units demolished. This is highly desir-
able. In that respect the bill is very
much better than the one that the House
passed.

In the farm litle the conferees ac-
cepted the Senate bill which provided
for $25,000,000 for loans and grants in-
stead of the $12,500,000 contained in the
House bill, and other changes were made
which did not change the principle in-
volved very much.

In the so-called Jensen amendment,
which was the last amendment adopted,
and provided for affidavits on the part
of any person employed in slum clearance
or low-cost - housing, the conferees
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deleted the word “person” and provided
that the non-Communist affidavits,
and so forth, apply to only officers and
employees of the Housing and Home
Finance Agency and the Department of
Agriculture. We might just as well have
stricken out the whole Jensen amend-
ment, because that narrows the applica-
tion of the Jensen amendment to exist-
ing law. Existing law provides that all
employees and officers of the Govern-
ment must file anti-Communist or
loyalty affidavits. By restricting this
Janguage to officers and employees of
the Housing and Home Pinance Agency
and the Department of Agriculture, of
course, it brings it right back into line
with existing law, so there is absolutely
no necessity for legislating in that
rtelspect. We have already provided for
that.

The bill continues for 60 days title I
and title VI, about which we have had
very many questions, so that title I, FHA,
which insures modernization loans, and
title VI insurance, will be continued for
a 60-day period. We also increase the
amount of insurance available under
title II by $500,000,000.

I think you can give your constituents
reasonable assurance that the conference
report will be adopted by the House and
by the Senate, and I would assume from
the statements which have come to us
from the White House that you can give
them positive assurance that the Presi-
dent will sign the bill, thereby continu-
ing title I and title VI for at least 60
days.

The bill is just as bad as it was when
it left the House. It is better in only
one respect. It was bad then and it is
bad now. That is the reason why the
three of us managers on the part of the
House on this side did not sign the con-
ference report and still oppose the bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr, JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Michigan has made some
reference to the change in language in
the amendment I introduced and which
was adopted by an overwhelming vote in
this House when the bill was before the
House on the 29th of June.

Every appropriation bill which this
House has passed during this session of
the Congress and the last session of the
Congress had incorporated in them an
almost identical provision as my amend-
ment to the housing bill. I simply took
the language which was in the appropri-
ation bills and added the necessary lan-
lg’};?ge to make it apply prorerly to this

I felt it was necessary to have this pro-
vision in the bill in order to prohibit peo-
ple who advocate the destruction of our
form of government by force and vio-
lence. This bill when enacted into law
will be in effect 40 years, and the Con-
gress will have little or no opportunity to
further exercise its will over the law nor
over the appropriations to implement the
law as we ordinarily do each year in ap-
propriations bills,

I was very anxious, and the vote in the
House proves that the membership was
also anxious by a vote of 283 to 129, to
have my provision inserted in the bill.
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The conferees, however, saw fit to add
language restricting the provisions of the
amendment to affect only the officers and
employees of the Housing and Home
Finance Agency and the Department of
Agriculture.

Now I ask the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. SrENCE], why this new language was
inserted in this particular bill in face of
the fact that the Housing Agency has
been subjected to severe attack for being
a haven for left wingers and radicals of
every shade from pink to deep red.

Mr. SPENCE. The language which
was inserted in the gentleman’s amend-
ment would apply not only to those peo-
ple who are permanently employed in
the Housing Administration and in the
Department of Agriculture, and who are
charged with the duty of executing this
law, but would apply to every laborer,
every ditch digger, and every mechanic.
We thought that would be entirely im-
practical. Personally I do not think it
makes so much difference, because I
think a man who is disloyal to his coun-
try would not tell the truth about it.
That is my personal opinion. That is
the reason it was stricken out.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Iowa has expired.

M:. SPENCE. Mr. Chairmen, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr. JENSEN. Why, the Department
of the Interior has many thousands of
laborers working constantly in the con-
structior. of dams and electric power
lines, and so forth, the War Department
has many thousands of laborers working
constantly for them on river-improve-
ment construction, as do other depart-
ments of the Government.

Mr. Speaker, it appears very plain that
certain Members of this House of Repre-
sentatives work overtime to give aid and
comfort to all the radicals and pinks
and commies in the country. So the
rest of us must fight hard with what
weapons we have against odds which are
almost insurmountable. One thing is
certain—we will never give up the fight
to rid this Nation of its avowed de-
stroyers.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PATMAN].

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, the gen-
tleman’s amendment would seriously
hamper and interfere with private busi-
ness. It would not only include hod car-
riers and any person who worked 1 day
or half a day on a project, but it would
include bankers who were handling the
bonds as brokers. I do not believe the
gentleman would like to require 50 or
100 bankers, who are in competition with
one another in the purchase of these
bonds, all to subscribe to this affidavit
when only one could be the successful
bidder.

Mr. JENSEN. I would be tickled to
death to have them do so.

Mr. PATMAN. And handle this small
amount of bonds. The commissions are
very small, It includes not only bankers
and brokers and hod carriers, but a per-
son who sells one dollar’s worth of mer-
chandise to a project. If it happened
to be a partnership with 15 or 20 mem-
bers, each of them would have to make
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an affidavit that they were not Com-
munists before they could sell one dollar’s
worth of merchandise to these projects.
Local people will have charge of it, and
we must assume that they are honest and
patriotic American citizens and will not,
harbor pinks and Reds. I assure the
gentleman there is not one single mem-
ber of our committee who is in- favor of
the pinks and Reds. We are just as
much opposed to them as any person. No
one person has a monopoly on the oppo-
sition to pinks and Reds in this country.

Furthermore, if the gentleman wants
additional safeguards, the money ap-
propriated each year—the maximum
amount will be $308,000,000 a year—will
have to be appropriated, and proper safe-
guards can be placed on each appropria-
tion hill, to guard against any fears that
the gentleman may have That will be an
additional place where safeguards can be
made,

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield.

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman knows
that he has voted for 11 appropriation
bills during this session of Congress, 8
regular and 3 deficiency bilis, and in
each of those was this language, with no
limitation.

Mr, PATMAN. I know, but you are
dealing with a different situation.

Mr. JENSEN. No; you are not.

Mr., PATMAN. It covers everything
and everybody in the way it should be
covered. You do not want to include a
50-cent purchase of merchandise in this.
You have to go to a notary public and
make an affidavit before you can sell 50
cents worth of merchandise.

Mr. JENSEN. That would be O. K.
with me.

Mr. PATMAN. You would have more
affidavits than you would have housing.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PatMaN] has
expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman three additional minutes.

Mr. PATMAN., If the gentleman
wants to destroy public housing and
make it so that the public-housing au-
thorities could not operate, that would
be a good step, but we should want to
interfere with the local housing people
just as little as possible. We must as-
sume that they are just as patriotic as we
are. At least, they should be.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Worcorr] in his statement that we ca-
pitulated and brought back the Senate
bill, did not make an accurate statement.
There are several important features that
are different from the Senate bill, and
very much in our favor. For instance,
titles I and VI expired June 30, 1949,
The Senate bill did not have a provision
to extend those titles. The House bill
did contain such provision, and, in addi-
tion, an authorization of $500,000,000
more under title II. They were out of
money. So the bill not only extends
titles I and VI for 60 days, until the com-
mittees can pass upon the extension of
those titles permanently or for a longer
period of time, but we dated them back
to June 30, 1949. In other words, there
has been no hiatus in the acts at all
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They continue on from June 30, 1949,
That is a substantial change, and very
much in favor of the House,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN, I yield.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I explained that. I
think if you will read my remarks you
will find I said that the Senate bill, in
principle, was returned. I did not want
to indicate that the conference was ex-
actly like the Senate bill, because I ex-
plained many differences between the
House and Senate bills.

Mr. PATMAN. I am glad to have the
gentleman’s explanation. I did not
understand it that way.

I know we doubled the amount for
rural housing, that is substantially, a
100-percent increase. We granted a
$500,000,000 increase in title II. We
dated the titles back to June 30, 1949,
I think these are all substantial changes.
I hope that the conference report is
agreed to.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute fo the gentleman from New York
[Mr, JaviTs].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, the con-
troversy on the conference report is the
same as the controversy on the bill; those
who were against the bill are against the
conference report for one reason or an-
other, and those who were for the bill are
for the conference report.

The conference report does in sub-
stance carry out the Senate bill; and
that, I think, is generally what the House
intended as a reasonable housing pro-
gram,. It carries out also the provisions
of the bill introduced by 10 House Re-
publicans, including the provisions for
the extension and added financing of
FHA, which we think are very important.
I feel also that we will continue to press
for action on housing for the lower mid-
dle-income families, which is not con-
tained in this bill, but which was first
provided for in the bill introduced by the
10 House Republicans, later joined in by
similar bills introduced by 22 Democratic
Members.

I hope those who voted for the bill
will vote for the conference report and
that it will be adopted.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, we have
no further requests for time. I there-
fore move the previous question on the
conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

SADAEO TAEAGI

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 623) for
the relief of Sadako Takagi, with a Sen-
ate amendment and concur in the Senate
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert: “That the provisions of the immi-
gration laws relating to the exclusion of aliens
inadmissible because of race shall not here-
after apply to Sadako Takagi, the Japanese
fiancée of Lt. Willlam M. Marutani, of Chi-
cago, Ill., presently a tubercular patient at

-the Veterans’ Administration Hospital in
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Waukesha, Wis., and a retired United States
Army officer of World War II, and that Sadako
Takagi may be eligible for a visa as a non-
immigrant temporary visitor for a period of
8 months: Provided, That the administrative
authorities find that the said Sadako Takagl
is coming to the United States with a bona
fide intention of belng married to sald Lt.
William M. Marutani, and that she is found
otherwise admissible under the immigration
laws, In the event that the marriage be-
tween the above-named parties does not occur
within 3 months after the entry of sald
Sadako Takagl, she shall be required to de-
part from the United States and upon failure
to do so shall be deported in accordance with
the provisions of sections 19 and 20 of the
Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 (U. 8. C,,
title 8, secs. 156 and 156). In the event the
marriage between the above-named parties
shall occur within 3 months after the entry
of sald Sadako Takagi, the Attorney General
is authorized and directed to record the law-
ful admission for permanent residence of said
Sadako Takagi as of the date of her entry
into the United States, upon the payment
by her of the required fees and head tax.”

The amendment was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

JACOB GROSS, A MINOR

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3127) to
authorize the admission into the United
States of Jacob Gross, a minor, with
Senate amendment thereto and concur
in the Senate amendment,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert “That for the purposes of the immi-
gration and naturalization laws Jacob Gross,
a minor orphan grandchild of Rabbl Solo=-
mon Horovitz, of New York, N. Y., shall be

deemed to be the child of sald Rabbi Solo-
mon Horovitz."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

INCREASING RATES OF COMPENSATION
OF HEADS AND ASSISTANT HEADS OF
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 274 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That Iimmediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 1689) to increase rates of
compensation of the heads and assistant
heads of executive departments and Iinde-
pendent agencies. That after general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chalrman and
ranking minority member of the committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
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House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and smendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I desire.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order consideration of the hill (H. R.
1689) which increases the rates of com-
pensation of the heads and assistant
heads of executive departments and in-
dependent agencies. It provides for 1
hour general debate.

Mr. Speaker, I take it for granted
that most of the Members are familiar
with the bill and its purpose. The Pres-
ident has requested, urged, and pleaded
for this legislation so that he might keep
some men who are ready to resign and
who are needed in the most important
positions of our Government. Asa mat-
ter of fact, some very able men have al-
ready resigned.

Originally the bill included an increase
for employees of the District of Colum-
bia and the Foreign Service, but these
two categories have been taken care of
by the House previously. This bill will
provide an increase in salaries amount-
ing to $1,237,000., I have the list of the
increases provided for in the original
bill, and I have also the list of the re-
ductions that have been made by the
committee that reported this bill. I am
of the opinion that the committee has
done a splendid job. They have re-
duced many of the proposed increases
from $25,000 to $20,000; some increases
have been reduced by $5,000, by $3,000,
and others by $2,000. I think they had
in mind to try to hold down expenditures
to the utmost.

In view of the very earnest and care-
ful consideration that has been given
to this bill and the reductions that have
been made by the committee in the pro-
posed increases provided and asked for
in the original bill, I do not think that
we can do any better, as I said before.

Mr. Speaker, our Government is the
greatest organization in the world. It is
obliged to legislate for approximately
150,000,000 people, and our Government
transacted $142,000,000,000 worth of busi-
ness last year. Its President and its di-
rectors and those in charge of govern-
mental affairs in safeguarding and pro-
tecting the country’s interests as well as
those of its people, are obliged to cope
daily with the most astute and capable
representatives of our great industrial
and financial organizations. The Presi-
dent, as head of this tremendous organ-
ization, must by necessity have able and
capable men to aid him in carrying out
his duties and responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for a
much-needed increase in the salaries of
the President’s aids and those upon whom
he relies and trusts for the vast amount
of important duties and funections that
transpire daily. They are his household.

The increases provided for in this bill
and many others have been recommend-
ed by the Hoover Commission, which en-
gaged over 200 experts to investigate and
recommend the ways and means for
bringing about economy in our great
Government. This bill does not go as far
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as the Hoover Commission report sug-
gests, which Commission, incidentally,
has spent almost $2,000,000 in its re-
search and investigations. This bill pro-
vides for 244 increases. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Rees], former chair-
man of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, feels that there should be
at least 60 more, and I say at least 100
additional increases, for I feel that many
of those not included but that should be,
are those that do the hardest and most
important work. This also applies to
those attorneys employed by the Depart-
ment of Justice, whose salaries should be
increased by virtue of the fact that they
are obliged to continuously cope with the
most astute and able corporation law-
yers in the country, many of whom re-
ceive five and six times as great a salary
as does the Government attorney.

I fully appreciate that the Govern-
ment cannot compete with private in-
dustry in that they cannot compensate
their employees as much as private in-
dustry can afford to pay. It is indeed un-
fortunate that many of these industries
have and are continuously hiring many
of our Government officials at two and
three times the salary that the Govern-
ment is paying them. I regret it is pos-
sible for industry to deprive the Gov-
ernment of many experienced men that
we have had from time to time, espe-
cially in the Department of Justice and
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. I have
frequently criticized the practice of pri-
vate industry in taking from the Govern-
ment its most experienced men, for the
purpose of obtaining information. Fre-
quently these men have information and
experience, as well as knowledge, which
private industry feels would be beneficial
to them.

I fully realize, Mr. Speaker, that some
Members feel that the salaries of many
other worthy individuals should be in-
creased, notwithstanding this bill, that
is, our district court judges, Congress-
men, and Senators. Congress, as you
all know, increased its salary a few years
ago and made allowances for additional
clerk hire.

In this bill, for example, we increased
the salaries of the Federal Trade Com-
missioners, who for years received only
$10,000 per year, and the President was
obliged to plead with these commission~
ers to remain in the service of their
country, because their salaries have not
been increased since 1914, or 35 years.
There are many others whose salaries
have not been increased in 35 years, and
others in 24 years, whose salaries are
being increased in this bill, and rightly
so. Therefore, I feel that this long-
delayed and present increase is more
than justifiable.

The only objection that will be made,
and I know it will be made by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BRown], is that
we wait until all the other Hoover Com-
mission recommendations are adopted.
In answer thereto, I will state that some
of their recommendations have been ap-
proved, but unfortunately they are con-
ditional and will require final approval by
the House and no one can tell if such
action will take place before we adjourn.
Consequently, I feel that Mr. BROWN'S
viewpoint is not justified, especially in
view of the fact that this bill had been
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introduced 6 months ago and the appli-
cation for a rule was made last April. I -
withheld action on the rule in order to
obtain the opinion of the American
people. In this regard, I received letters
from a great many people all over the
United States who approved this legisla-
tion, and approximately 2 percent from
people who were opposed to it. Conse-
quently, I have called the rule up now for
your consideration and action on the bill.

There are some other gentlemen who
feel that because of economic conditions
they oppose this bill. It seems to me,
however, that most of these people are
opposing this bill for the purpose of
stressing the so-called business recession.
I think their opposition is purely politi-
cal because I do not feel that we are in
any danger of a recession. As I have
maintained, we are producing more than
we ever did in peacetime, and this, not-
withstanding the hue and cry of unem-
ployment. As a matter of fact, we had,
in June 1949, 59,519,000 people employed
in this country, nearly 60,000,000. All
this as against 61,615,000 employed in
June of 1948, or a drop of less than
2,000,000, and this is one-half the aver-
age unemployment figures even in times
of the greatest employment. We will
always have that number and a greater
number of unemployed due to a variety
of conditions, such as illness, seasonal
shifts, and the like. Other unemploy-
ment will be brought about and has been
brought about as a result of strikes under
the Taft-Hartley Act—which these very
gentlemen claimed would eliminate
strikes.

Our business and commerce is in splen-
did shape. Surely we have forced down
some of the unjustifiably high prices
which some of the industrial leaders
naturally dislike, but upon examining
their profits, these reductions in cost of
living are justifiable and warranted.

I have before me figures showing the
profits of 15 of the 25 largest corporations
in America for the first quarter of 1949,
and the comparative fizures for the first
quarter of 1948 as taken from Moody's
Investor's Service Report. They cer-
tainly indicate a healthy increase over
1948.

First quar |First quar-
ter, 1949 ter, 1948
General Motors Corp.c.ceee-- S13R, 763, 338 |20, 481, 412
United Btates Steel....._....._| 40,928 670 | 27, 867, 841
E. I du Pont de Nemours....| 43, 581,325 | 30, 195, 371
Socony Vacunm Ofl Co.__.___| ' 26, 000, 000|133, 000, 000
POXBR 0. eenicntanstnaseass] 28870, 211 | 27, 974;
Gulf Oil Co. - _-o—o-- 26,973,000 | 38, 517, 000
General Electric Co____ o , 702,978 | 25,389, 140
Standard 0il of Californi -| 37,359,082 | 37,106, 904
Bethlehem Steel Co...o_.__..| 33,120, 574 | 15, 499, 331
Cities Serviee Co. oo -...| 18, 510,903 | 19, 976, 576
Union Carbide & Carbon -
L, S O NEVE 24, 520,419 | 23,019, 722
Lineiair 0il Co L 15, 000, 000 {121, 000, 000
Westinghouse Eleetrie C .| 10,860,921 | 13, 135, 789
American Tobaceo Co.__.____. 10, 648, 000 | 7, 495, 000

| Estimated.

I also have some figures that I obtained
from the Coordinator of Information of
the House of Representatives which in-
dicate further that a recession is not
around the corner:

Cash dividend payments first quarter 1949
compared with same period 1948

Cash dividend payments:
Pirst quarter, 1948 ___ 1, 284, 000, 000
First quarter, 1849...... 1, 384, 000, 000
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There was a net increase of 8 percent
in dividends paid in 1949 over 1948.

The net income of 52 corporations en-
gaged in retail trade for the fiscal year
ending in the first quarter of 1949 was
$360,000,000.

For the same period in 1948 the net
income was $306,000,000.

The increase in net income in 1949 over
1948 was 17.4 percent for these 52 cor-
porations.

The total assets of these same corpora-
tions increased in the first quarter of
1949 to $3,064,000,000 from $2,752,000,000
in the same period in 1948.

This is an increase of 11.4 percent.

I intensely dislike calling your atten-
tion to the fact that in 1947, when the
private interests attempted to kill the
housing bill, rent-control bill, and labor
bills, big industry started to lay off men
in many instances, and started to create
a recession and the resultant unemploy-
ment. Naturally, the Wall Street stock
speculators and manipulators have then
and are taking advantage of it now in an
effort to hammer down the price of stock
and even bonds. But that is all specula-
tion and does not truly reflect the actual
business condition of our country, be-
cause these gentlemen are purely and
solely gamblers and almost 95 percent of
these transactions are speculative; less
than 10 percent are legitimate sales.

I promised that I would insert in the
REecorp a statement showing the various
increases in this bill which I have pre-
pared and which I now insert. AsIhave
stated, the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service has brought about the re-
.duction of many increases that were con-
tained in the original bill.

COMPARISON OF BALARY CLASSIFICATIONS m THE
ORIGINAL BILL AND THE COMMITTEE BILL

Section 1: No change in the basic com-
pensation provided for the heads of ex-
ecutive departments and the Secretary
of Defense, $25,000 per year.

Section 2: Executives listed under this
section in the original bill were to receive
$22,500 per year. Under the committee
bill they receive $20,000.

Section 105 amended. The following
changes were made in the pay of execu-
tives listed under this section:

Two White House secretaries reduced
from $22,500 to $20,000.

Three White House secretaries reduced
from $20,000 to $18,000.

Seven White House secretaries reduced
from $17,500 to $16,000.

Section 3: The executives listed under
this section in the original bill were to
receive $20,000. The committee bill re-
duced this to $18,000.

One exception: The original bill pro-
vided $22,500 for the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission. The com-
mittee bill provides $18,000.

Another group of executives listed un-
der this section in the original bill were
to receive $20,000. The committee bill
reduced these to $17,500.

Section 4: The executives listed under
this section in the original bill were to
receive $17,500. The committee bill re-
duces them to $16,000.

There are two exceptions in this sec-
tion. The original bill provided $20,000
for the Board of Governors, Federal Re-
serve, and for members of the Atomic
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Energy Commission. The committee bill
reduces these to $16,000.

Section 5: The executives listed un-
der this section in the original bill were
to receive $17,500. Under the committee
bill they will receive $15,000.

The committee bill adds the following
executives who were not included in the
original bill, to receive $15,000: Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue; Director,
Bureau of Prisons; Director, Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation; Commissioner of
Immigration; Director, Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration; Social Security
Board; Reclamation Commissioner; Soil
Conservation Commissioner; collector of
customs; United States Forester; three
special assistants to Secretary of Defense.

Mr, Speaker, I am hopeful that this
rule will be passed unanimously for it
provides for much-needed legislation as
I said before—legislation that is pointed
in the right direction.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may desire.

Mr, Speaker, at the present moment
I find myself in one of the most difficult
positions that I have experienced since
I have been a Member of this House. So
I hope I may have as much of your at-
tention as possible under the rather un-
satisfactory conditions which prevail here
in this temporary Chamber.

As many of you know, I was the author
of the legislation which created the so-
called Hoover Commission, and have
served as a member of that Commission
for the past 2 years, and up to the termi-
nation of that Commission last month.
This legislation comes here, I presume,
with the recommendation of the Presi-
dent, that it be enacted into law. In
many ways it is, in substance at least,
in line with the general recommenda-
tions of the Hoover Commission.

In the very beginning I should like to
point out that the Commission did not
make any definite recommendation as
to the amounts or percentage of increases
which should be granted to various high-
ranking officials in the executive branch
of the Government. However, the Com-
mission has pointed out, in its report,
that the salaries of the lower grades of
employees under the civil service have
increased from 43 to 56 percent, while
the salaries of those in the highest
grades under civil service have been in-
creased by but 15 percent.

Then, after the Commission recom-
mended that a careful study of the pay
schedule for higher Government officials
be made, it went ahead to say, and I
quote:

Similar action is considered essential for
other top positions throughout all branches
of the Government. BSalaries for Cabinet
officers have not, for example, been changed
since 1925.

To continue to quote from the Hoover
Commission recommendation:

This is indefensible. Government can
never compete on a dollar-for-dollar basis
with private industry for for its top
positions. It can and should, however, treat
such persons in an equitable manner. This
it is not now doing.

Then in another recommendation the
Hoover Commission discusses the career
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11, on Personnel Management, the Com-
mission says:

Congress should raise the present salary
ceiling of £10,330 for career employees. At
the same time it should increase legislative,
Judieial, and executive salaries at the level of

assistant secretary, or its egquivalent, and
above,

So I am not now contending that some
increase in compensation for the benefit
of the higher officials of the executive
branch of the Government is not needed
or is not justified. Of course, I must con-
tend it is extremely difficult for the Con-
gress, or for anyone else, to attempt to
say what a Cabinet officer should receive
in the way of compensation, or what
salary some other important official in
the executive branch of the Government
should receive. We had recommended to
us, as a Commission, a suggested pay
schedule for different public officials.
Under the suggested pay schedule, it was
recommended the President should have
an annual salary of $150,000, Vice Presi-
dent $50,000, Justices of the Supreme
Court $35,000, the Speaker of the House
$25,000, Senators and Representatives—
if you are interested—$20,000, heads of
eXecutive departments, $25,000—which
means the Cabinet members—Under Sec~
retaries $20,000, Assistant Secretaries
$17,500, heads of independent agencies
$17,500, and top career employees under
the classified service $15,000.

The Hoover Commission came to the
conclusion, after a great deal of con-
sideration and deliberation, that it
should not recommend to the Congress
just what executive officials should have
their pay increased or by how much.

As you can see, this pending bill would
increase compensation of certain officials
by as much as 75 percent, so that a great
many of them would be paid consider-
ably more than Members of the House or
Senate, and in many instances much
higher pay than the judicial officers of
the Government.

But as I said a moment ago, no one
can tell what pay any public official is
really worth., I have known Cabinet
officials who, in my opinion, were worth
50, 100, or even a thousand times as
much to the Government as the salary
they were receiving. Ihave known other
Cabinet officials where, in my opinion,
the Government would have been better
off to have paid $100,000 or so to have
them resign their positions and go home.

It has been my contention, and I be-
lieve it was the conviction of the Com-
mission, that about the best the Congress
can do is to try to fix a pay schedule
which will permit a Cabinet member, or
any other high official of the executive
branch of the Government, to be self-
supporting while in office; so it would not
be necessary for them to borrow money;
so that they could live in a decent way on
their salaries. In other words, it should
not be necessary or essential for a person
to be either a rich man or a crook in order
to afford to hold some of these positions.

I think the committee, and properly so,
has fixed the salary schedule for Cabinet
members at $25,000. Ihave no objection
to that. My whole criticism of this leg-
islation, and I do have criticism of it,
is its timing. The Hoover Commission
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did recommend an adjustment of the
salaries of higher officials in the execu-
tive branch of the Government. But
the Hoover Commission also made a
great many other recommendations. In
fact, they made 317 other recommenda-
tions as to how greater efficiency and
economy can be obtained in the opera-
tion of the Federal Government, insofar
as the executive branch is concerned.

I am quite fearful that this bill is not
timed properly. I am terribly concerned
that if the first, or almost the first, of the
Hoover Commission recommendations to
be made effective is a law to increase sal-
aries, that the charge may be made that
the only interest of either the adminis-
. tration or the Congress has in the Hoo-
ver Commission recommendations is in
those particular recommendations which
would increase the cost of Government
rather than decrease it.

The President has recommended this
bill. He has acted under his proper
rights and powers. But the President
has also recommended a great many oth-
er measures to us. He has sent to the
Congress a number of reorganization
plans which, under the law that we en-
acted, the Reorganization Act of 1949,
cannot possibly become effective under
60 days, or before August 19, unless the
Congress should enact a joint resolution
approving such plans.

We have a number of bills now pend-
ing before the Congress to carry out, or
to put into effect, the recommendations
of the Hoover Commission. Asa member
of the Committee on Rules, I had pro-
posed that we not bring out this bill un-
til we had first had the time and the op-
portunity to pass upon the President’s
reorganization plans, as he submitted
them, and to otherwise bring about
greater economy and efficiency in the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government; or
at least until we have had an opportunity
to enact and send to the President legis-
lation such as, for instance, the hill for
the reorganization of the Military Estab-
lishment, now before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, which would save a bil-
lion or $1,500,000,000 a year, follow-
ing which we could, in good conscience,
point out to our constituents and the
folks back home that one of the first
steps we had taken was to put into effect
the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission which will bring about
greater efficiencies and economies in the
Government, and therefore, we feel that
the men who will be responsible for mak-
ing these new reorganization plans ef-
fective and workable are entitled to fair
compensation.

Just one other thought. We have cov-
ered at least a great part of the water-
front in this legislation. But not all
officials of the executive branch are cov-
ered. While I think the committee has
done a pretty fair job, I believe there are
some instances where perhaps some offi-
cials have been given larger salaries than
deserved and have missed a few officials
who are entitled to consideration. But
remember one other thing. Until the
President and the Congress have had an
opportunity to study and to put into
effect the reorganization plans as recom-
mended by the Hoover Commission, we
are not at all certain just what many of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

these officials will have to do, or what
their responsibilities will be. In fact,
we will not know whether some of them
will even be in office. It seems to me
it is only good, sound common sense to
have postponed consideration of this leg-
islation until we first had an opportunity
to put into effect the economies and effi-
ciences which the Commission proposed
and which the President suggested in his
reorganization plans. Certainly the
President, who has sent us his reorgan-
ization plans, is just as desirous of hav-
ing them approved by the Congress as
he is in having this one bill enacted.
In other words, I think we are consider-
ing this bill at the wrong time. The
President, in recommending passage of
this legislation, I am sure, had in mind
that he also wanted these other reor-
ganization plans and these other Com-
mission recommendations made effec-
tive, so as to obtain the economy and
efficiency in the Government that we
desire.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Ithink my friend
will admit that the President recom-
mended increases in the executive branch
before the Hoover report was made in
its final report.

Mr., BROWN of Ohio. Yes; that is
correct.

Mr. McCORMACK. o I think it is
fair to say that the President probably
knew in advance what the Hoover Com-
mission recommendations would be, and
I think it is safe to say that he did this
independent of it.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No; I do not
think so.
Mr. McCORMACEK. Well, in any

event, it was made before the final report
was made.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK. Furthermore, I
think the gentleman will admit—and I
want to compliment him for the excel-
lent work he did on the Commission, and
Mr. Carter Manasco, for the way they
represented with dignity and strength
the House of Representatives. I think
the gentleman will admit that we passed
the General Property Administrative Act,
which of course is one of the recommen-
dations of the Hoover Commission.

In relation to the seven reorganization
plans, what the gentleman said in rela-
tion to affirmative action by the Con-
gress before 60 days, carries great weight,
I can assure the gentleman that if the
situation arises where that can be accom-
plished, I would be very interested in
having it done, particularly if that would
expedite adjournment of Congress.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I had that in
mind, I might add. I thank the gentle-
man very much,

Now, I want to bring out one other
thought. We now have a number of
bills before the Congress to increase the
pay of numerous other Government
workers. The pressure for these in-
creases has been pretty strong. Such
employees have received pay increases in
the past while many individuals covered
by particular legislation have received
no pay increases. But just the minute
that this pending bill is enacted into law

9145

the pressure and the demand for the in-
crease of pay for other Government
workers is going to increase tremen-
dously. At this moment we are faced
with a great steel strike. There are
many other demands for increased pay
in industry. So I am still wondering,
and still asking the question—and it is
a question each Member of this Congress
will have to answer for himself—
whether or not this is the proper time to
take this particular salary-increase ac-
tien. We all want to see these top-rank-
ing officials treated fairly. Perhaps they
should have some assurance given to
them that they are to receive fair con-
sideration at the hands of the Congress.
But I doubt the wisdom of passing this
bill before we are able to point out to the
American people the many savings we
have made through putting into effect
the President’s reorganization plans and
the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding, because I
want to call the attention of the Members
to the fact that this bill does some
strange things: The Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation and the
Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency today each receive $14,000. This
bill proposes to give the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence an increase from $14,000
to $17,500, whereas the Director of the
FBI is raised from $14,000 to only $15,000.
At the same time, however, it puts the
Director of the Administrative Office of
the United States Courts up to $17,500,
an increase from his present salary of
$10,330; that is, it puts the Director of the
Administrative Office of the United
States Courts on the same level as the
Director of Central Intelligence, but the
Director of the FBI is put on the level
of the Public Printer, at $15,000.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I assure the
gentleman that it is indeed a very diffi-
cult task to attempt to decide just what
salaries should be increased and what
such increases should be, AsI have tried
to point out this morning, the basic issue
involved in the consideration of this
legislation is one of timing. And I do
not believe this is the proper time to
consider this bill,

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. SABATH. As to the timing, the
bill has been reported and has been in
the Rules Committee for nearly 2 months,
held there because it was my desire to
ascertain from the country how the
country felt about this great question.
Issues have been made and the question
was raised whether it was proper or not.
Let me say that up until now I have not
heard anyone objecting to the passage
of the bill; on the contrary, I have heard
from hundreds of people who feel that
it is justifiable and that it should be
passed at this time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I appreciate
the gentleman’s remarks. I might add
that I, also, have heard from literally
thousands upon thousands of American
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citizens who are vitally interested in put-
ting into effect the recommendations of
the Hoover Commission and to thus
bring about greater economy and effi-
ciency in the conduct of the public busi-
ness. I have also heard from many
thousands of citizens who are saying that
in the face of present deficit in the Fed-
eral Treasury, and the decline in the
Nation’s business activity, that we must
practice economy and efficiency.

My one thought has been, and still is,
that we should first demonstrate—before
enacting legislation like this—to the
people of America our great determina-
tion here in the Congress, and the desire
and determination of the President, to
get greater economy and efficiency in the
operation of the Government by actually
effectuating the Hoover Commission’s
recommendations through the prompt
enactment of necessary enabling legisla-
tion.

Mr. MILLER of California.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of California. I wish to
call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that the first legislative considera-
tion of this gquestion was by the com-
mittee of the Senate in the Eightieth
Congress, a committee headed by Sena-
tor Flanders.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand
that; I am fully informed on the history
of the legislation. I thank the gentle-
man very much for his remarks, but I
must hasten along, as I have so many
requests for time.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. REES. These thousands of let-
ters received by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio were not with respect
to this measure but with respect to put-
ting into effect the Hoover recommenda-
tions, were they not?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Absolutely, yes;
my correspondents were all interested in
getting more economy and efficiency in
the executive branch of the Government.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Will the
gentleman tell us what the over-all cost
of this bill will be?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That informa-
tion is given on page 3 of the report. I
think it will cost about $1,237,177.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is not the
cost of this bill which gives me the
greatest concern. It is simply the prin-
ciple involved, and the fear that many
of the good people of our country may
misunderstand our action. They are in-
terested in less public spending rather
than more. Let us first demonstrate to
them our interest in making our Govern-
ment more efficient and less costly. Then
they will gladly approve any action we
may take to fairly pay and properly com-
pensate those who can run our govern-
mental agencies in an efficient and eco-
nomical manner.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Coxl.

Mr.
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Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, at the outset
of my remarks I beg to be permitted to
congratulate our distinguished friend
from Ohio [Mr. Brown] for the state-
ment he has made. The temper of his
remarks is splendid and I think I may
make the observation on the point he
stresses that I get the impression that
the President has great respect for the
report of the Hoover Commission and
that it is reasonable to suppose he will
continue to recommend legislation which
would put more of the recommendations
contained in that report into effect,
Obviously the whole program cannot be
adopted at one and the same time. You
have to do it by piecemeal. :

Mr. Speaker, if, as a Member of this
House, I have not established a reputa-
tion for candor and independence of
thought, then I fear that what I have
done has been of too little consequence
to merit attention, But whatever the
fact may be, I do feel that I have estab-
lished the right to appeal fo the con-
servative membership of this body, which
I now do.

The bill which the pending resolution
makes in order is not political in char-
acter, and I hope it will not be treated
as such. It comes to us as a request
from the President for the increase of
the salaries of members of his official
household and others for whom he is
responsible, .and by reason of its very
nature it is a request that amity and
mutual respect compel us to honor. We
need to promote harmony and concilia-
tion and to cherish mutual good will as
between the Executive and the Congress,

This is not an ordinary recommenda-
tion for legislation. Only the question
of salary for a comparatively few people
is involved. We pass laws which the
President is compelled to exXecute, and
here it is said that in the performance of
this duty, in order to keep good and
efficient people, and to attract others,
salaries should be increased, and since
we determine these questions for our-
selves by fixing our own salaries and
those of our employees, are not the Pres-
ident’s wishes entitled to special consid-
eration? To fail to honor this draft
which he has drawn upon the good will
of this body would, in my opinion, be a
thoughtless disregard of ordinary pro-
priety.

The greatest good that we can do our
country is to do our part in promoting
good will and drawing together the three
departments of Government inio a
bond of mutual understanding and good
will and win the confidence of all the
people in order that we may present a
solid front to that part of the world that
is hostile to our way of life.

The office of the Presidency is a diffi-
cult one to fill. While it is a place of
splendor, fame, and power, it is also a
place of infinite toil. The present occu-
pant of this high station wears his hon-
ors with becoming dignity and exercises
his powers with great caution. He takes
praise with great modesty and bears
criticism and calumny with extreme pa-
tience. I think he is entitled to our sup-
port in all instances where we do not
divide on principle. I think this salary
bill is one that we should all support.
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Mr. SABATH., Mr, Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. FoLToN].

Mr. FULTON, Mr. Speaker, in dis-
cussing this bill, we are considering the
rate of compensation of the men who are
responsible for carrying out the policies
determined upon by this Congress, the
men whose qualifications and ability
play a large part in determining whether
these policies succeed or fail. We are
considering the salaries of senior officials
of the largest business in the world, the
United States Government.

I do not need to quote figures to illus-
trate the discrepancies befween the pres-
ent salaries of these men and those of offi-
cers of other large businesses. This dis- .
crepancy is so well known that the Con-
gress should have done something about
it sooner. How many large corporations
have a president, who could be secured
for $15,000 per annum? More pertinent
perhaps is the question: How many
qualified men could they find who would
be willing to serve for such salaries?
And yet those are the salaries now paid
to men who are responsible for the lives,
safety, and well-being of 150,000,000
stockholder citizens.

We do not mean to say that the salaries
of these officials should be commensurate
with equivalent positions in private busi-
ness. This is not necessary to enable
the President to obtain qualified people.
I like to think that every American is
anxious to serve his country when called
and that we do not have to offer what
he can earn elsewhere as an inducement,
However, the compensation must be suf-
ficient to enable qualified men to accept
important positions with the Federal
Government at not too great a personal
sacrifice.

General Marshall, when he was Secre-
tary of State, said on several occasions
that he was unable to attract the caliber
of top staff required in the conduct of
foreign relations because of the low sal-
aries which he was able to offer, He
added that he was also unable to keep
a number of able employees in the De-
partment because he was unwilling to
ask them to stay at the expense of their
financial security.

The Congress has recognized inade-
quacies of top Federal salaries on numer-
ous occasions. Perhaps the most strik-
ing example, in the field of foreign rela-
tions, was embodied in the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946. A new scale of ambas-
sadorial salaries and allowances was au-
thorized. These salaries ran to $25,000
a year for class I posts, such as London,
Paris, and so forth. The act also pro-
vided that the top class of Foreign Serv-
ice officers should be paid $13,500 a year.
Under the provisions of this act, top
officers are brought in from the field to
work beside other officers receiving $3,000
less per year,

In the act establishing the Economic
Cooperation Administration, the Con-
gress also provided for salaries beyond
those which have been traditional in the
Federal service.

It is impracticable to deal with the
salary problem on this piecemeal basis.
Inevitably, it results in inequities which
tend to aggravate rather than solve the
difficulty.
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The problem of obtaining and keeping
able men in the positions covered by this
bill at the present salaries is not a theo-
retical one. If is one that has arisen
many times in the past. We cannot
estimate how many men have turned
down requests to serve because they
could not afford the financial sacrifice.
Many who have served their country well
and whose loss has been a greaf mis-
fortune have had to resign because they
could no longer afford to support them-
selves and their families. To mention
only a few, there was the late Harold
Smith, competent and able Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, who found he
could not make ends meet on a $10,000
salary; Gen. John H. Hilldring, former
Assistant Secretary of State; and Mr.
Robert Freer, former Commissioner of
the Federal Trade Commission.

We now have an opportunity to rectify
this deplorable situation. The total cost
for the Government in all departments
will be $1,237,173 annually. This is, in-
deed, a small price to pay.

May I point out to you that everybody
agrees that the Secretary of State should
receive at least $25,000 a year. To me
the Under Secretary of the Department
of State would be underpaid at $20,000 a
year, considering the work and the re-
sponsibilities he has to assume. The
Administrator for Economic Cooperation
under this bill, to paraphrase Mr. Hofl-
man himself, is the biggest bargain the
United States ever got for $20,000, the
salary to which this key position is to be
raised.

The Assistant Secretaries of State, 10
of them, and the Department of State
counselor, are only peing raised to $15,-
000 a year under this bill. From my own
personal knowledge as a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, these com-
petent men have responsibilities that are
gigantic. They have such responsibili-
ties, that the United States must have
the best men, properly trained and de-
pendable, to take the far-reaching re-
sponsibilities and follow them up.

Because of the far-reaching extent of
these responsibilities which carry out
the administration of American foreign
policies, the American public will not find
it out until too late if there are mistakes.
Competent key men of the State Depart-
ment who are the real executives of
American world policy which the Presi-
dent, Congress, and the Secretary of
State formulate are: the present experi-
enced counselor of the Department of
State, George F. Kennan, just confirmed
by the Senate to succeed the able previ-
ous counselor, Charles E. Bohlen, who is
to be sent to the Embassy in Paris; Dean
Rusk, Assistant Secretary of State and
Deputy Under Secretary handling sub-
stantive matters in the State Depart-
ment; quiet and efficient John Peurifoy,
Assistant Secretary of State and Deputy
Under Secretary in charge of all ad-
ministrative matters for the State De-
partment; genial and competent Ernest
Gross, Assistant Secretary of State for
congressional relations; Willard L.
Thorp, Assistant Secretary of State for
the involved field of economic affairs;
George Allen, Assistant Secretary of
State in charge of that important field,
public affairs and public liaison; John
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Hickerson, Assistant Secretary for the
expanding field of United Nations affairs;
Edward Miller, Assistant Secretary for
American Republic Affairs; George Ma-
gee, Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern
and African Affairs; George Perkins, As-
sistant, Secretary for European Affairs;
and last but not least, affable and experi-
enced Walton Butterworth, nominated as
Assistant Secretary of State for Far East-
ern Affairs. These men are a credit to
Ehe Department of State, and the coun-
Iy.

Our foreign relations are so dependent
on such personnel that we may run into
a national disaster if the United States
Government does not get the proper men
in the future, and keep these invaluable
and experienced people in our State De-
partment.

We members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee in the House know of the vital
need, and can heartily recommend to
the Congress the expenditure under this
bill of only $70,000 per annum additional
for the whole Department of State.
Such recognition of key personnel carry-
ing the executive and policy load of the
State Department is in direct keeping
with the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission, and is therefore nonparti-
san. It is sound business sense and good
doctrine for the Republican and Demo-
cratic Parties alike. I strongly urge your
support of this legislation as reported by
the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. WicGLESWORTH].

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
I am in favor of reasonable increases in
salaries for those in major positions in
the executive branch of the Government.
I am not in favor of unreasonable in-
creases for those in either major or mi-
nor positions.

My criticism of the bill as it now
stands, without having had much time
to study it, is that in some instaneces, it
goes too far in the increase of salaries,
that in one or two other instances it does
not go far enough; and that it is poorly
drawn in that it includes in the same
salary brackets positions which eannot
possibly be fairly considered as com-
parable, one position being far more im-
portant than another.

I believe the measure deserves far more
careful consideration and amendment
before it is enacted into law.

I admit that it is difficult to deter-
mine upon a yardstick with which to
measure executive salaries. But let us
take as one yardstick the ablest United
States Senator that anyone can think of,
who may have given the best years of life
to the service of his country and who
today commands a salary of $15,000.

This bhill proposes in class 1 to pay
every Cabinet officer $25,000. I do not
object to this particularly in itself, but I
point out in passing that it means pay-
ing every Cabinet officer $10,000 a year
more than we pay any United States
Senator.

In class 2, which is to receive $20,000,
you will find the Chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, now drawing
$15,000, and every Under Secretary in
every executive department in the Gov-
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ernment now drawing from $10,000 to
$12,000. In other words, Mr. Speaker,
every Under Secretary, who heretofore
has had from $10,000 to $12,000, is now
to receive $5,000 more than we pay any
United States Senator and, incidentally,
it is to be bracketed along with the Ad-
ministrator for Economic Affairs, M.
Hoffman, and with the Administrator for
Veterans' Affairs, General Gray, both of
whom fill tremendously important and
tremendously difficult positions.

The President is to pay 12 adminis-
trative assistants and secretaries a total
of $206,000 as compared with a total un-
der present conditions of $130,000—two
will receive $20,000, three will receive
$18,000, seven will receive $16,000.

In the $18,000 bracket you find the
Federal Works Administrator now
drawing $12,500, the Assistant Comptrol-
ler General now drawing $10,330, and the
Assistant Director of the Bureau of the
Budget now drawing $10,330. All will
receive $3,000 more than any United
States Senator. Moreover, Mr. Speaker,
if I read section 6 of this bill correctly, it
will be within the discretion of the Presi-
dent to put any head of any board or any
commission into that $18,000 bracket.
Surely this is a matter for the Congress
to determine in any given case.

In the $17,500 bracket you will find
the Director of the Administrative Office
of the United States Courts, now drawing
$10,330; the Public Printer, now drawing
$10,330; the Librarian of Congress, now
drawing $10,330; the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, other than the chair-
man, now drawing, $15,000, All of these
will receive $1,500 more than any United
States Senator,

In the $16,000 bracket there is a whole
string of commissioners, of the Federal
Communications Commission, of the
Federal Power Commission, of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, of the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, of the
Civil Service Commission, of the Tariff
Commission, all of whom have been
drawing $10,000; as well as the Architect
of the Capitol, now drawing $10,330. All
are to receive $1,000 more than any
United States Senator.

Included in the financial classification
with a United States Senator, to receive
$15,000, we find among others: The Ar-
chivist of the United States, now draw-
ing $10,000, the Indian Claims Commis-
sioners, now drawing $10,000; the War
Claims Commissioners, now drawing
$12,000; the Chief Assistant to the Li-
brarian of Congress, now drawing $10,-
330; the Deputy Public Printer, now
drawing $10,330; and every Assistant
Secretary in every executive department,
now drawing from $10,000 to $10,330.

Why, Mr. Speaker, should Edgar
Hoover, with his tremendous responsi-
bilities and tremendous success, be classi-
fied at $15,000, when the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence is to receive $17,500?

Why should every Under Secretary in
the executive departments receive $5,000
more than any United States Senator?

Why should every Assistant Secretary
in the executive departments be brack-
eted with a United States Senator?

Why should officials with compara-
tively minor responsibilities be bracketed
with others with heavy responsibilities?
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I repeat, Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of
reasonable increases in salaries for those
in major positions in the executive
branch of the Government. Irepeat that
this bill in my judgment deserves most
careful consideration and amendment
before it is enacted into law.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CurTisl.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, before
salaries of the heads and assistant heads
of the executive departments are in-
creased, the economies recommended by
thtta Hoover Commission should be carried
out.

It is unfair to expect the taxpayers to
shoulder this pay raise recommended by
the Hoover Commission until the other
Commission recommendations to elim-
inate waste and duplication are adopted.

It has been reliably estimated that if
this Commission’s proposals are put.into
effect, the cost of government would be
cut $3,000,000,000 a year. When this
reorganization is accomplished, the
people can be assured we have executives
heading the departments. That will be
the time to present the question of their
pay increases.

I expect to vote against this bill to in-
crease government costs by raising sal-
aries of the heads and assistant heads in
executive departments.

Finally, if the Hoover recommenda-
tions are adopted with the resultant sav-
ing of three billions, we can then quickly
repeal the wartime excise taxes on such
items as ladies’ handbags, toilet articles,
beauty and barber supplies, furs, jewelry,
transportation and communication
charges, and all other wartime excise
taxes which are now causing undue
hardship.

These excise taxes are now forcing
?ou;smesses to the wall and are destroying

There is, therefore, a twofold necessity
for defeating the measure before us.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr., MULTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I intend
to support this rule, and I intend to vote
for the bill both in Committee of the
Whole and in the House. I rise at this
time to make a very brief explanation as
to why I will not offer any amendments
to the hill as originally announced by me.

As you probably know, the gentleman
from New York [(Mr. Keoer] has intro-
duced a separate bill to increase the sala-
ries of members of the judiciary. That
bill is now before the Committee on the
Judiciary, and the distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CEeLLER], has assured me that the bill will
be considered by his committee shortly,
and that, if at all possible, it will be re-
ported to the House in time to be enacted
at this session.

My own bill for the increase of our
salaries is before the same committee
which has reported this bill and I have
been assured by the distinguished chair-
man [Mr. Murray] that that bill also
will be called up before his committee for
early consideration and, if it is there
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acted on favorably, it will be reported for
our aciion shortly thereafter.

I want to direct the attention of the
Members of the House to the fact that
not only has the Hoover Commission and
the President recommended an increase
of salary both for the judges and Mem-
bers of the House, but the Director of
the Budget has sent a communication to
our distinguished colleague [Mr. Mur-
raY] which he has authorized me to re-
fer to at this time. The Budget Director
under date of June 24, 1949, said:

While the bill deals with the guestion of
whether this proposal—

Meaning the increase of salaries for
Members of Congress—
is one for the Congress to resolve, it is sig-
nificant that the President on several occa-
slons indicated his feeling that adequate
compensation should be provided for our Fed-
eral legislators.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a step in the
right direction.

The bill to increase the salaries of
members of the judiciary is another step

in that direction. I submit that my bill

to increase our own salaries is also a step
in the right direction, if you want men
and women of the high type and caliber
that we ought to have in high position in
our Government, you should pay them,
and pay them well.

I will withhold my amendments with
reference to salary increases to judges
and Members of Congress in reliance on
the assurances given to me that those
bills will be submitted to us for separate
consideration.

An almost unanimous press is support-
ing us in this effort to adequately com-
pensate the Members of Congress as well
as those executives and judges who are
now being underpaid.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. KEaTING].

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, if, as
the Associated Press reports, the Presi-
dent’s court jester, General Vaughan,
knows 300 people in Washington who are
selling their influence with highly placed
Government officials for 5 percent or any
other consideration, he should be re-

' quired to testify to these facts before one

of the committees now engaged in look-
ing into these reprehensible practices.
It is equally important, if his charges
of corruption are not well-founded, that
he be required to remove the stain he
has cast upon every procurement agency
in the Nation's Capital. y

Some of the assertions of this intimate
of the President can safely and preferably
be ignored, but here is one fo which this
Congress cannot shut its eyes.

If favoritism concerning the award of
contracts and the sale of influence have
reached the gigantic proportions which
General Vaughan indicates, and he is
certainly in a position to know what he is
talking about, the public interest re-
quires a full and open disclosure by him
of name, chapter, and verse to substan-
tiate his charges.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. LyLE]l.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I am per-
suaded that the House has sufficient in-
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formation to pass on this resolution and
that it will be adopted. It would, I
think, be unfortunate if before the con-
sideration of the bill, attention was not
directed to the superior report accom-
panying this legislation, which was filed
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
MurraY], chairman of the great Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.
This is a document of permanent value
and I am sure all of you will want to keep
it in your office for reference. It out-
lines the functions of the 244 positions
affected by this bill. I am pleased to
have a copy of the report and find it
very useful. Members of the commit-
tee and their splendid staff are entitled
to a commendation for this report.

I join with every Member of this body
in a sincere desire to effect economy and
reorganization in the executive branch
of the Government. The Hoover Com-
mission has made recommendations
similar to those proposed by this legis-
lation. In my judgment it cannot be
rightfully said that this is a salary-in-
crease bhill. It is a measure that re-
evaluates the work and responsibilities
of the positions covered. It does result
in salary increases.

Significantly, it is the first time this
has been accomplished in a quarter of
a century. I could not support this
measure if it were a question of raising
the salaries of personalities now con-
nected with the Government, for the
philosophy of some of them is foreign to
mine. It is a healthier bill than that,.
one attempting to place the position in-
volved its its proper stature.

Your Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service held exhaustive hearings.
It is a conservative committee and their
recommendations are entitled to the
most serious consideration. At all times
I enjoy working with this committee
because its members, both Democratic
and Republican, sincerely give their best
to the improvement of our Government
service,

I am very fond of my Government. It
has been very good to me, I dislike the
unfortunate attitude today of so many
commentators and newspaper and mag-
azine editorial policies which would tear
down the confidence of the people in
their Government and ridicule those of
us who serve in government, whether it be
in the legislative, judicial, or executive
branch. It is conceded to be the best
form of government in the world—so
good s it, in fact, that the men who serve
in it can do it very little lasting harm. It
is bigger than all of us, and this, to me
is an expression of confidence, not only in
the form of government, but in the sin-
cere and able people who serve in it.

Comparatively, this is not an expensive
bill, For example, and I do not mean this
as an odious comparison, if you did away
with the potato program for 2 days, it
would pay for this bill for an entire year.
The cost is insignificant. If is significant,
however, to recognize the importance of
the work and responsibilities of the 244
postions covered by this bill. I am often
in agreement with my colleague in the
Committee on Rules, the gentleman from
Ohio, [Mr. BRown]1. I do not agree with
him, however, that it is untimely to bring
this bill to the floor, During the time I
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have been in the legislative body, I have
never found it timely, politically speak-
ing, to increase the salary of anyone con-
nected with government, but that is a
responsibility I share with you, the re-
sponsibility of making the Government
service as useful and effective as possible.

The positions involved in this measure
are charged with great responsibilities.
The President has strongly urged that
they be reevaluated and reclassified,
and compensated accordingly.

The statement made by my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. Cox], eloguent and persuasive,
should have convinced the entire mem-
bership that we should pass this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the
rule and the immediate consideration
and passage of H. R. 3191.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the balance of the time on this side
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
REEes].

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, this bill has
not had the careful consideration to
which it is really entitled. My attention
has been called to the fact that there is
only $1,250,000 involved. They say it is
conservatively small. There are only 244
out of 2,000,000 employees involved.
However, in this bill, if you had the time
to study it, you would find that it covers
only a few of hundreds more who are just
as much entitled to an increase as those
in this bill. I know of a good many
faithful career people who are much
more entitled to this consideration. As
a matter of fact, the committee put in
about 40 or 50 positions that were not
in the original bill.

I think the bill is untimely. To bring
a bill to the floor of this House and give
us 30 minutes on each side to discuss an
important measure is wrong. That is all
we are allowed to discuss this bill, except
under the 5-minute rule.

I hope to speak again later and will
outline my views, but I want to call at-
tention to an amendment that I expect to
offer at the proper time, that will reduce
the amounts that are paid to a number of
the people in these various categories.
A great deal has been said with respect
to pressure on the part of the President
to secure this legislation. Many Mem-
bers could tell you, if they would, that
they have had pressure not only from the
President but from heads and assistants
of agencies involved.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
one additional minute to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. REES. 1 say to you that this bill
should have had not only more careful
study in the commiitee but also on the
part of the membership of this House,
because you are establishing a policy of
which this million and a half dollars is
only the beginning. It has been sug-
gested that it is very little; to the tax-
payers it is considerable. This is only
part of millions more costs proposed by
Members of this House before the com-
mittee of which I am a member. Should
our committee report out the bills that
have been proposed by Members of the
House we would increase the cost of gov-
ernment for employment more than
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$2,000,000,000. Mark you, if this bill is
passed—if that is what you want—if this
bill is passed you have many more bills
just as worthy as this one. At the proper
time I shall offer a substitute bill and
ask you to reduce the payments recom-
mended in this bill.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CEeLLER] such time as he may desire,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to have this bill considered and
pleased to vote essential increases to
various members of our executive
branch. As chairman of the House Ju-
diciary Committee, I have almost daily
contact with my esteemed friend the dis-
tinguished Attorney General. Our com-
mittee and the Department over which
the Attorney General presides work in
closest harmony. I am gratified that
that is so. Permit me to express some
pertinent observations concerning the
Honorable Tom Clark and his able assist-
ants.

The Attorney General is the chief law
officer of the Government and is the
legal adviser to the President and the
heads of the executive agencies. Also,
he is the head of the Department of Jus-
tice, an organization of 27,000 persons
serving in all parts of the United States,
its Territories and possessions, and which
operates at an annual expenditure of ap-
proximately $130,000,000. He has under
him the Solicitor General of the United
States, the Assistant to the Attorney
General, the Assistant Solicitor General,
seven Assistant Attorneys General and
the heads of three major bureaus,
namely, the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, and the Bureau of Prisons.

The office of Attorney General was
created in 1789, the annual compensation
being fixed at $1,500. There were steady
increases in compensation through the
years until 1870, when the Department of
Justice was created and the Attorney
General's compensation was fixed at
$10,000. At that time the Department
consisted of a handful of persons with
an annual budget of around $1,000,000.
In 1925 the Attorney General's compen-
sation was fixed at $15,000, the same rate
as at present. The Department at that
time comprised 3,400 persons, with an
annual expenditure of approximately
$15,000,000. Although the responsibili-
ties and duties of the Attorney General
and his subordinates have increased tre-
mendously since that time, the compen-
sation of the office has remained the
same, While the position has attraction
because of its prestige and importance,
the fact remains that men of great abil-
ity and qualifications but with limited
financial means are unable to accept it.
Others cannot remain in the position for
any length of time without great finan-
cial sacrifice. In England, the salary of
the Attorney General is fixed at 10,000
pounds—roughly $44,000 at today’s rate
of exchange; furthermore, that official
has substantially fewer responsibilities
than those which rest on the Attorney
General of the United States.

It is no secret that the top men in the
legal profession in this country are earn-
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ing far in excess of what the Attorney
General is paid, and very frequently get
one fee in a single case far in excess of
the Attorney General's annual salary. If
nothing more than to command respect
in the profession in which the Attorney
General is regarded as one of the out-
standing members, the compensation of
the office should be more nearly com-
mensurate to its exacting duties and re-
sponsibilities. The Department of Jus-
tice is vital to the business and welfare
of the Nation, and the security and pro-
tection of our economy rests in large
measure upon the proper conduct of its
work. No business enterprise which has
had the growth and expansion in size
and responsibilities comparable to the
Department of Justice would leave the
compensation of its executive head at
the same level as it was in ifts early and
formative period.

The top officials of the Department
included in the pending compensation
bill are the Solicitor General, the Assist-
ant to the Attorney General, the Assist-
ant Solicitor General, seven Assistant
Attcrneys General, the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the
Director of the Federal Prison System,
and the Commissioner of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service. With
the exception of the Directors of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation and the
Federal Prison System these are all statu-
tory positions requiring Presidential ap-
pointment and confirmation by the
Senate.

To raise the salaries of these positions,
including that of the Attorney General,
would amount to an additional cost of
less than $90,000 a year as presently con-
templated, which is far less than the fee
frequently paid opposing counsel in a
single important case. The Department
is a highly organized professional and
technical office handling litigation in-
volving billions of the Government's
money and property. The heads of the
divisions and bureaus have exceedingly
heavy responsibilities, which have in-
creased enormously in the last few years.
The work of the Federal courts has
greatly expanded, and the complexity of
present-day governmental responsibili-
ties has given rise to an extended range
of legal and administrative problems.

The leading practitioners in the legal
profession are earning far more than the
heads of the legal divisions in this
Department. Naturally they are very
reluctant to give up lucrative practices
to take positions such as these. If they
do make the sacrifice, they are then
under continual temptation to yield to
the demands of society and their fami-
lies in order to earn enough to live at a
standard commensurate to their posi-
tions and responsibilities. This results
in a great turn-over in these positions,
with the resultant loss in continuity of
direction and policy in the operation of
the various units. Much ground is lost
each time in adjusting to new direction
and control, to the detriment of the
Department and the public.

It is urgently necessary that the sal-
aries of the top officials of the entire
Government be fixed at a level which will
attract men of great capacity, capabil-
ity, and sound judgment. In- the case
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of the Department of Justice it is fur-
ther necessary that such men have the
caliber to be recognized and respected
by the legal profession. The increase in
compensation would only partially offset
the pressures and burdens which they
must face in carrying out the duties and
responsibilities of their positions. Under
the present salary scale and conditions
now prevailing economically the Presi-
dent and his Cabinet officers are faced
with a serious problem in attracting
high-caliber, well-qualified men. The
problem facing the Attorney General in
this respect is one of particular diffi-
culty, for the reasons which have been
set forth above.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCORMACK],

The SPEAEKER. The gertleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for
9 minutes.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
think the remarks made by my very
able and distinguished friend the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] were
not only dignified but also very effective.
He set forth the reasons why this bill
should pass. He referred to the spirit of
amity between the various branches of
Government, and certainly that is a
compelling thought. Amity exists not
only between the two bodies of the Con-
gress but also between the branches of
Government on matters directly con-
nected either with the legislative branch
in the case of our particular branch of
governmental organization, the House
and the Senate, and matters directly
connected with the executive branch of
Government. The President, on his side,
has clearly evidenced a feeling of amity
for the House of Representatives recently
when he signed H. R. 4583, giving us the
additional clerk. At that time he said:

I have signed this act willingly—

Notice the word “willingly,” a com-
plete expression of understanding and
amity—

I have signed this act willingly, for I be-
lieve that it Is In the interest of the Gov-
ernment and of the people to provide for the
efficient conduct of the public business.

The President recognized that when
we passed that act that we did so in the
interest of efficiency in Government.

The President concludes his message
with this statement:

For the compelling reasons set forth, I be-
lieve that the legislation now pending to
increase the salaries of officers in the execu-
tive branch is a fundamental step toward
the more effective operauon of the Govern-
ment,

I get a good deal of amusement from
the President’s message because he “will-
ingly” signed the bill which related to
the House of Representatives, but called
attention to his problem in connection
with the bill which is now hefore the
House. I hope that this will not develop
into a partisan question simply because
President Truman is a Democrat; cer-
tainly if the incumbent of the White
House were a member of the Republican
Party I would support his request; for
if the President under such circum-
stances—and, of course, it will not hap~
pen for many, many years—were to be
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a Republican, I would recognize the
amity between the two branches, and I
would recognize his justification for such
a request.

Some Members have referred to the
fact that the bill has not been considered
carefully. If ever a bill was considered
carefully this bill has been. It was in-
troduced on January 20, 1949, and the
matter has been the subject of considera-
tion by a Senate committee in the last
Congress.

The bill now before us represents a
compromise. The gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, MorraY], chairman of the
committee, proposed a compromise and
the committee adopted his compromise
which reduced the amount contained in
the original bill.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BRowN]
admits that the legislation is justified
and does not argue against the bill. He
disagrees with the timing. Of course,
that is only a technical objection, which
means that he supports the bill, he is in
favor of the bhill, because otherwise he
would be placed in the very embarrassing
position of opposing the very recom-
mendations of a commission of which he
was a member. Repeatedly throughout
the Hoover Commission report are con-
tained references to the fact that the
particular officials enumerated in this
bill have not received the consideration
they are entitled to. For example, in
one report it is stated:

In order to attract the most desirable types
of persons to department high commands,
the salaries of under secretaries and assistant
secretaries should be increased.

Again in the same report there is an-
other reference to it. In this report
there are several references to it. Here
is another report of that committee, the
report to Congress of February 1949, in
which it is stated at one place:

To all other employees whose rates of pay
are fixed on a Nation-wide basis, the Presi-
dent should be authorized to direct the Civil
Service Commission to review—

And so forth. In relation to the bill
now under consideration it calls atten-
tion to the fact that pay in the lowest
grades has been increased between 43
and 56 percent, while pay in the highest
grades has been increased only 15 per-
cent, immediate consideration should be
given to providing adequate salaries for
top civil-service employees, with the ex-
ception of professional, scientific, tech-
nical, and so forth. Most, if not all, of
those covered by tuis bill are non-civil-
service people. The last time a Cabinet
officer received an increase was in 1925,
The Cabinet officers have not received an
increase in salary since 1925. Most of
the’ officials covered by this bill, other
than members of the Cabinet, such as
assistant secretaries, have received no
increase in salary since 1925,

The last time the members of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission received an in-
crease in salary was in 1914 when the sal-
ary was established at $10,000. That is
still the salary of members of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission. The last time
members of the Cabinet received an in-
crease was 24 years ago; in the case of
members of the Federal Trade Com-
mission it was not 24 years ago but 35
years ago.
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So it seems to me that equity and jus-
tice calls for this change. If there is
some particular position that should re-
ceive more, that is another proposition
entirely. An amendment may be offered
to cover the matter. Reference has been
made to J. Edgar Hoover. I may say
that I offered an amendment and the
Subcommittee on Appropriations agreed
to it back 3 or 4 years ago when Mr,
Hoover got his last increase from $10,-
000 a year to $14,000 a year. I offered
the amendment on the floor of the House,
and the subcommittee of the Committees
on Appropriations on both sides accept-
ed the amendment,

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. 1 yield to the
gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The
gentleman would not say now that the
Director of the FBI should be put on the
same salary as the Deputy Public Printer,
would he?

Mr. McCORMACK. I was coming to
that, to say that those who feel that he
should receive more than this should of-
fer an amendment to the bill at the
proper time, and I am pretty satisfied
when that is done that the high regard
for the public service of J. Edgar Hoover
would probably be very quickly recog-
nized.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the
gentleman from Flerida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I might
state to the gentleman that I have pre-
pared an amendment so that he will get
at least $17,500.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. STEFAN. When the majority
leader offered his amendment to increase
the salary of Mr. Hoover from $10,000
to $14,000, it was originally planned to
increase it to $15,000.

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes.

Mr, STEFAN. But because his chief,
Tom Clark, the Attorney General, was
getting $15,000, we did not think it was
fair to put the two on the same basis,

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
is absolutely correct.

At that time I was going to offer an
amendment to increase his salary to
$15,000, but the Attorney General only
received $15,000, and it was felt that the
head of the FBI should not receive the
same salary as the Attorney General.

So, my special plea is that the bill
should pass. If there is dissatisfaction
with some particular classification or
position here offer an amendment to it,
but let us consider it as we have today
during general debate on a nonpartisan,
nonpolitical basis because the bill is pred-
icated upon justice and equity, and bring
about greater efficiency in government.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired. All time has expired.

Mr, SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.
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The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1689) to
increase rates of compensation of the
heads and assistant heads of executive
departments and independent agencies.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 1689, with
Mr. Goge in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee, Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the bill under consid-
eration proposes to establish the proper
rates of annual compensation for heads
aiid assistant heads of the executive
departments and independent agencies.

Extensive hearings were conducted by
the committee, and witnesses appearing
represented the General Accounting Of-
fice, Bureau of the Budget, Civil Service
Commission, and the Commission on
Organization of the Executive Branch
of the Government. Executives in pri-
vate industry, and representatives of
Federal and postal employee organiza-
tions support the legislation.

In its report to the Congress in Feb-
ruary 1949, the Commission on Organi-
zation of the Executive Branch of the
Government, usually referred to as the
Hoover Commission, stated that the
Congress should “increase legislative,
judicial, and executive salaries at the
level of assistant secretary, or its equi-
valent, and above.” The bill approved
by the committee establishes annual
compensation consistent with the report
of the Commission’s task force.

The committee has prepared an ex-
tensive report regarding this legislation
(H. Rept. 535), which not only analyzes
the legislation in detail, but Appendix
B on page 16 contains the following in-
formation regarding each position cov-
ered by the bill; Position title, present
salary and date established, proposed
salary, incumbent, responsibilities and
size of organization, including number
of employees and estimated annual ex-
penditures for fiscal year 1949. I trust
the Members will avail themselves of
the information contained in this report.

On January 1, 1949, the President
wrote to the Speaker of the House re-
questing “that the Congress take prompt
action to increase the compensation of
the heads and assistant heads of the
executive departments and of other
Government officers of comparable
rank.” In his letter he stated that “in-
adequate salaries have long made it diffi-
cult to obtain and hold able men for
positions of greatest responsibility in the
Government service. The national in-
terest requires that we get and keep in
these positions the most capable men and
women that can be found. To do this,
we must pay fair salaries. I ask the
Congress to give me the means which
will make it possible for me to get and
keep the men who are required for the
job ahead.”
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On June 23, 1949, in his message to the
Congress in connection with his approval
of H. R. 4583, relating to telephone and
telegraph service and clerk hire for Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, the
President stated “I am urging increased
compensation for Federal executives not
primarily as a matter of equity—
although it is well justified on equitable
grounds—but primarily as a matter of
good business from the standpoint of the
Government.” The President further
pointed out that the Hoover Commission
“urged more realistic salaries for Federal
executives as a means of achieving
greater economy and efficiency in gov-
ernmental activities.” Finally, he stated
that “so long as the Congress fails to
take this simple and obvious step to im-
prove the Government service, there will
be an important gap in our efforts to
achieve economy and efficiency. I again
urge the Congress to complete favorable
action upon this legislation at an early
date.”

Section 1 establishes the compensation
of the head of each executive depart-
ment and of the Secretary of Defense at
$25,000 per annum. At the present time
the compensation of Cabinet members is
$15,000 per annum, and in no case has
been changed since 1925. I believe that
upward revisions in the compensation of
these important Government officials are
long overdue and that the bill provides
the correct adjustment in their salaries.

Section 2 (a) establishes the compen-
sation of each Undersecretary of an
executive department, the Assistant to
the Attorney General, the First Assistant
Postmaster General, the Solicitor Gen-
eral, the Comptroller General, the Direc-
tor of the Bureau of the Budget, the
Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, the Chairman of the National Se-
curity Resources Board, the Federal
Security Administrator, the Administra-
tor of Veterans’ Affairs, and Administra-
tor for Economic Cooperation at $20,000
per annum. In the bill as introduced,
these salaries were generally set at
$22,500, but the committee agreed to
reduce such compensation by $2,500 an-
nually.

Section 2 (b) authorizes the President
to fix the compensation of his six admin-
istrative assistants, the Executive Secre-
tary of the National Security Council and
five other secretaries or staff assistants in
the White House as follows: Two at rates
not exceeding $20,000 annually, three not
exceedindg $18,000 annually, and seven
not exceeding $16,000 annually. The
committee reduced these rates $2,500,
$2,000, and $1,500 respectively, under the
salaries provided in the bill as introduced.

Section 3 (a) establishes the annual
compensation of the Assistant Comp-
troller General, Assistant Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, Chairman of the
Munitions Board, Chairman of the Re-
search and Development Board, Chair-
man of the Atomic Energy Commission,
Federal Works Administrator, Housing
and Home Finance Administrator, Dep-
uty Administrator of Veterans' Affairs,
and Deputy Administrator for Economic
Cooperation at $18,000. The commit-
tee reduced such compensation by $2,000
annually from the salaries in the bill as
introduced.
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Section 3 (b) establishes the annual
compensation of the Director of the Ad-
ministrative Office of the United States
Courts at $17,500, a $2,500 annual reduc-
tion from the bill as introduced.

Section 3 (c) establishes the annual
compensation of the Public Printer, Li-
brarian of Congress, members—other
than Chairman—of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, Director of Central In-
telligence, Federal Mediation and Con-
ciliation Director, and Assistant Federal
Security Administrator at $17,500. In
the bill as introduced, these salaries were
set at $20,000 but the committee agreed
to reduce such compensation by $2,500
annuaily.

Section 4 establishes the annual com-
pensation of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System, the Director
of Aeronautical Research of the National
Advisory Committez for Aeronautics, the
Chairman of the Board of Directors of
the Export-Import Bank of Washington,
the Comptroller of Currency, the Chair-
man of the Board of Directors of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation, the
Chairman of the United States Maritime
Commission, the general counsel of the
National Labor Relations Board, the
Architect of the Capitol, the Assistant
Federa! Works Administrator, and the
members of the Civil Aeronautics Board,
Federal Communications Commission,
Board of Directors of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, Federal
Power Commission, Federal Trade Com-
mission, Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, National Labor Relations Board,
National Mediation Board, Railroad Re-
tirement Board, Securities and Exchange
Commission, Board of Directors of the
Tennessee Valley Authority, Civil Serv-
ice Commission, United States Tariff
Commission, and Atomic Energy Com-
mission—other than the Chairman—at
$16,000. In the bill as introduced, the
majority of these salaries were set at
$17,500, and the committee agreed to
reduce such compensation by $1,500 an-
nually. However, in the case of the mem-
bers of the Atomic Energy Commission
and members of the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System, such com-
pensation was reduced by $4,000 an-
nually from H. R. 1689 as introduced, and
the Chairman of the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System was re-
duced $6,500 annually—see appendix A,
page 14, House Report 535.

Section 5 establishes the annual com-
pensation of the Housing Expediter; the
War Assets Administrator; the Director
of Selective Service; the Archivist of the
United States; each Assistant Secretary
of an executive department; the Fiscal
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury;
each Assistant Attorney General; the
Assistant Solicitor General of the United
States; the counselor of the Department
of State; the Second, Third, and Fourth
Assistant Postmasters General; the As-
sociate Federal Mediation and Concilia-
tion Director; the Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence; the Philippine Alien
Property Administrator; the Chief As-
sistant Librarian of Congress; the Deputy
Public Printer; the Governors of Alaska,
Hawaii, the Virgin Islands, and the
Panama Canal; and the members of the
Displaced Persans Commission, Indian
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Claims Commission, War Claims Com-
mission, Philippine War Damage Com-
mission, Board of Ccmmissioners of the
District of Columbia, Board of Directors
of the Export-Import Bank of Washing-
ton, other than the Chairman, Board of
Directors of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, other than the Chairman,
United States Maritime Commission,
other than the Chairman, at $15,000.
In H. R. 1689, as introduced, these sal-
aries were set at $17,500, but the com-
mittee agreed to reduce such compensa-
tion by $2,500 annually.

While this legislation was under con-
sideration the committee added the fol-
lowing positions and increased their rates
of basiec annual compensation to $15,000
annually: The Administrator, Produc-
tion and Marketing Administration;
Commissioner of Internal Revenue;
Director of the Bureau of Prisons;
Director, Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion; Commissioner of Public Roads;
Commissioner of Public Buildings; Com-
missioner of Community Facilities; Com-
missioner of Immigration and Natural-
ization; Administrator, Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration; Commissioner for
Social Security; Commissioner of Rec-
lamation; Chief, Soil Conservation Serv-
ice; Commissioner of Customs; Governor
of the Farm Credit Administration;
Chief Forester of the Forest Service;
Administrator of the Farmers Home
Administration; the three Special Assist-
ants to the Secretary of Defense.

Section 5 (b) establishes the annual
compensation of the Assistant Director
of the Administrative Office of the United
States Courts at $15,000, a reduction of
$2,500 annually from the bill as intro-
duced.

Section 5 (¢) establishes the annual
compensation of the legislative counsel
of the House of Representatives and the
Legislative Counsel of the Senate at
$12,000 per annum.

Section 6 provides that the President
is authorized in his discretion to in-
crease the compensation of any chair-
man or other head of a board or com-
mission to $18,000 per annum, when
such head has important duties or re-
sponsibilities not imposed upon other
members of such board or commission.
In the judgment of the committee, this
discretionary authority properly belongs
to the President in connection with se-
curing better administration and pro-
viding adequate compensation for in-
creased duties and responsibilities of
public officials.

Section 7 of the bill as approved by
the committee contained annual pay in-
creases of $330 annually for officers and
employees of the Foreign Service, and
classified Federal employees in the mu-
nicipal government of the District of
Columbia retroactive to July 1948. This
section was approved by separate legis-
lation, H. R. 5100, which passed the
House on June 20 and the Senate on
June 30, and is now Public Law 160.
Consequently, at the appropriate time,
I shall offer an amendment on behalf of
the committee to strike this section in
its entirety.

The salary increases for these 244
Government officials will cost $1,237,173
annually. This is a reduction of $156,-
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000 annually under the cost of the bill as
introduced.

It is obvious that this small investment
in dollars of securing and retaining
highly competent Government officials
will be beneficial to the American people.
I believe that enactment of this legis-
lation will provide appropriate incentive
in terms of annual compensation to at-
tract well-qualified and able top-level
officials in the Federal Government.
Occupying the positions covered by the
bill, they should conduct the affairs of
our country more efficiently and more
economically. They will bring with

them into the Federal service extensive -

experience in handling the affairs of
companies in private industry. They
will initiate new procedures and devices
for decreasing the cost of Government
which will result in savings of many
millions of dollars which will more than
offset the moderate salary increases pro-
posed in the bill.

Since July 1, 1945, the annual compen-
sation of Federal employees has been
substantially increased. The heads and
assistant heads of the departments and
agencies covered by this bill have not
received such statutory increases. Ex-
cept in a iew cases, upward salary ad-
justments have not been made during
the past 25 years in the salaries of the
244 top-level officials included in the bill,
Moreover, in those instances where the
annual compensation of heads and
assistant heads of independent estab-
lishments and agencies has been fixed
since 1940, the salary adjustment: have
resulted in a disproportionate relation-
ship between those positions and similar
positions established prior to the war
years.

In establishing the annual compensa-
tion for heads and assistant heads of
agencies created since World War II, a
more realistic approach has been made
by Congress, for example, the Adminis-
trator for Economic Cooperation receives
a salary of $20,000 annually, the Deputy
Administre tor for Economie Cooperation
$17,500 annually, the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission $17,500 an-
nually, the Housing and Home Finance
Administrator $16,500 annually, and the
members of the Council of Economic
Advisers $15,000 snnually. In view of
the recent action by Congress with re-
spect to these salaries the committee
made only minor adjustments in them.
Also, such congressional action served as
a guide to the committee in establishing
the compensation of the remainder of
the positions covered by the bill.

I believe that the enactment of this
legislation is necessary and consistent
with a more realistic approach to good
administration in the Federal Govern-
ment.

BIGNING OF H. R. 4583
(Message from the President of the United

States transmitting relative to signing

H. R, 4583, and with the recommendation

for passage of legislation raising the sal-

aries of executive officers of the Govern-
ment)
To the Congress of the United States:

I have today approved H. R, 4583, relating
to telephone and telegraph service and clerk
hire for Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives. This act provides an additional
allowance of $3,000 a year for each Member
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of the House of Representatives for clerk
hire and authorizes an allowance of £500 a
year for each Member for sending telephone
and telegraph communications.

I have signed this act willingly, for I be-
lleve that it 15 in the interest of the Govern-
ment and of the people to provide for the
efficient conduct of the public business, I
have no doubt that the benefits derived from
this legislation “will fully justify its cost,
which is relatively small in the light of the
magnitude of the problems confronting the
Government.

I feel constrained to point out to the Con-
gress again, however, an opportunity which
it has for a greater improvement of the pub-
le service than will be accomplished by this
legislation, and at approximately the same
cost. I have heretofore recommended that
the Congress enact legislation to raise the
salary scales for the heads and assistant
heads of executive departments and other
officials of the executive branch having com-
parable responsibilities. Bills for this pur-
pose have been reported from committees In
both Houses of Congress and have been on
thelr respective calendars for weeks. Though
the salaries provided in these bills are not,
in my judgment, fully commensurate with
the great responsibilities of the positions in-
volved, they would substantially better the
present demoralizing situation. The cost of
this legislation would be approximately
81,300,000 annually, compared with §1,314,000
for clerk hire alone under H. R. 4583, which
I have just signed.

Important as it is for Members of the Con-
gress to have adequate clerical assistance, it
is at least of equal Importance to have men
of ability in the key executive positions In
the Government. The best of laws can be
ruined by poor administration. The success
or failure of all the things the United States
Government undertakes to do depends In
large measure upon the wisdom and ability
of these executives. It is upon them that we
must rest most of our hopes for economy and
efficiency In the Government. Even a small
improvement in the economy and efficlency
of the vast operations under the direction of
these men is obviously of much greater con-
sequence than the cost of the proposed salary
increases. The soundness of this principle
has been demonstrated in American busi-
ness concerns, where it is well recognized
that the success or fallure of an enterprise
depends largely upon its executive officers,
and their salaries are fixed accordingly.

The relative salary position of Federal
executives has become increasingly worse
during recent years. There has been no
increase in the salaries of Cabinet officers
since 1825. Members of important com-
missions whose salaries were set at $10,000
many years ago still get the same amount.
For example, the salaries of Federal Trade
Commission members were fixed at $10,000
in 1914 and have never been raised, although
in terms of real income that amount, even
before taxes, is less than half of what it was
35 years ago. The absurdity of the present
situation is illustrated by the fact that many
Federal executives now have assistants who
receive higher salaries than they do.

The Congress has already recognized the
need for greater compensation for other
groups of Federal officers and employees, in-
cluding the Members of Congress them-
selves. Prior to 1925 Senators and Repre-
sentatives received an annual salary of 7,500
each. At the same time Cabinet officers
received $12,000 and members of important
boards and commissions received #10,000.
In 1925 the salaries of Senators and Repre-
sentatives were Increased to #$10,000 and
those of Cabinet officers were Increased to
$15,000. No corresponding general increase
was made in the salaries of other executive
officers. In 1946 the Congress further in-
creased the salaries of Senators and Repre-
sentatives to $12,600, and at the same time
provided for each of them a tax-free expense



1949

allowance of $2,500. Because this allow-
ance is tax-free, the compensation of Mem-
bers of Congress is now equivalent to ap-
proximately $16,000 a year. Thus, the com-
pensation of Senators and Representatives
has been more than doubled in the last 25
years, while there has been no general in-
crease at all in the salaries of the executive
officials here in question.

Over this same 25-year period the salaries
of Federal judges have also been substan-
tially increased. The salarles of district and
circuit judges have been doubled, and those
of Bupreme Court Justices have been in-
creased by more than two-thirds.

The Congress has also raised the compen=-
sation of the President, the Vice President,
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives. The annual salary of the President
was increased from $75,000 to $100,000 earlier
this year, and at the same time he was pro-
vided with a $50,000 tax-free expense allow-
ance, While this increase was made without
any recommendation or suggestion on my
part, I am grateful to the Congress for the
spirit which moved it to enact the increase
speedily in order that I might receive its
benefits. Nevertheless, the proposed in-
creases for other officers in the executive
branch, besides resulting in far greater pub-
lic benefit than the increase in the Presi-
dent's salary, would actually do more to im-
prove the President’s personal situation than
the increase in his own salary. For one of
the greatest burdens of the Presidency is in
finding and keeping good men for big jobs,
and under present conditions that is a most
difficult task.

The Congress has already recognized the
need for increased compensation for Federal
employees below the top executive level.
Since 1945 the rates of compensation for
these employees have been increased three
times, largely to meet increased living costs.
These increases have been proportionately
greater in the lower grades than in the
higher, and in the lower grades the total in-
creases range up to 96 percent. The salary
schedules for Federal employees still need
revision, and I have recommended such re-
vision to the Congress,

I thoroughly approve of adequate salaries
for all our Federal employees. Increased
prosperity for our Nation depends upon the
constant betterment of the living standards
of the great body of our citizens. In the pro-
motion of the general welfare, Federal em-
ployees should not be neglected. However, I
am urging increased compensation for Fed-
eral executives not primarily as a matter of
equity—although it is well justified on equi-
table grounds—but primarily as a matter of
good business from tre standpoint of the
Government.

It is customary in private Industry for an
executive to be pald many times as much as
he would be paid for comparable work in
Government service. Salaries of $50,000 to
$100,000 a year in private industry are not
uncommon. In 1948, General Motors Corp.
pald to 53 of its officers and directors an
average salary of 851,760 each. The 15 top
executives of the du Pont Co. were paid an
average salary of $213,175 each—an aggre-
gate amount for these 15 men greater than
the total salaries now paid to all the 250 or
so Federal officers whose salaries would be
increased by the legislation before the Con-
gress.

When it is considered that the responsi-
bilities of many top Government executives
are far greater than those of any private
executive in the Natlon it is evident why the
Government has great difficulty in obtain-
ing and keeping the best men. Even when
they are prevailed upon as a matter of public
duty to serve in the Government, too often
they find that they can afford to serve for a
limited time only. Thus men are lost to
the Government just when they have had
the experience which brings them to the
peak of their effectiveness. Such a process
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is obviously poor business and any apparent
saving in funds for salarles is obviously a
disservice to the taxpayers,

These truths were clearly recognized by
the Commission on Organization of the
Executive Branch. That Commission urged
more realistic salaries for Federal executives
as a means of achieving greater economy and
efficiency in governmental activities, The
legislation for increased executive salaries
now pending in the Congress is fully sup-
ported by the recommendations of that Com-
mission. So long as the Congress falls to
take this simple and obvious step to improve
the Government service, there will be an
important gap in our efforts to achieve econ-
omy and efficiency.

For the compelling reasons set forth above,
I believe that the legislation now pending
to increase the salaries of officers in the
executive branch is a fundamental step
toward the more effective operation of the
Government. Therefore, I again urge the
Congress to complete favorable action upon
this legislation at an early date.

HarrY 5. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 23, 1949,

INCREASING COMPENSATION FOR HEADS OF
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

(Communication from the President of the
United States transmitting his recommen-
dation for the increase of compensation of
the heads and assistant heads of the execu-
tive departments and of other Government
officers of comparable rank)

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, January 6, 1949.
The honorable the SPEAKER OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: I request that the Con-
gress take prompt action to increase the
compensation of the heads and assistant
heads of the executive departments and of
other Government officers of comparable
rank,

Inadequate salaries have long made it dif-
ficult to obtain and hold able men for posi-
tions of greatest responsibility in the Gov-
ernment service. For most of those posi-
tions, there have been no pay increases in
many years. In the meantime, other salaries,
in both Government and industry, have risen
sharply, and opportunities for larger compen-
sation in private industry have greatly
expanded.

In recent years, the difficulties of obtaining
and holding the best qualified citizens for
official positions has definitely impaired the
Government service. This condition has now
progressed to the point where it constitutes
& serious threat to the efficiency of the Gov-
ernment.

The men who hold the offices In question
must translate into action the policies de-
termined upon by the Congress. Their ability
determines in large measure whether these
policies are to succeed or fail. The national
interest requires that we get and keep in
these positions the most capable men and
women that can be found. To do this, we
must pay falr salaries.

I recognize that the Government cannot
pay salaries equal to those in private indus-
try for positions of comparable importance.
But it can reduce the discrepancy enough to
permit able and public-spirited citizens to
serve the Government without too great a
disadvantage.

Fortunately, the Congress is in a position
to take intelligent and considered action on
this problem without delay. Within the last
month extensive evidence on the subject has
been presented to a Senate subcommittee and
is now available to the Congress, This evi-
dence includes supporting testimony by for-
mer President Hoover, as Chairman of the
Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government. The subcom-
mittee examined the problem carefully, fair-
1y, and without partisanship. The bill which
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they developed, and which has now been
introduced in the Eighty-first Congress, is
the result of more than a year's study.

That bill establishes a salary range of from
817,600 to 825,000 for the officials in question.
These provisions are in accordance with rec-
ommendations made to the subcommittee by
the administration. I urge their passage in
their present form. @uestions concerning the
compensation of Federal officers and employ-
ees not included in this bill should not be
permitted to impede or delay its passage, but
should be considered separately at an early
date.

On January 20 a new Presidential term will
begin, During that term the executive
branch of the Government will be called
upon to bear responsibilities of great magni-
tude. Prompt action on this bill is of great
importance to me in strengthening the man-
agement of the executive branch to meet
those responsibilities. Its small cost will be
repaid many times. I ask the Congress to
glve me the means which ‘vill make it possi-
ble for me to get and keep the men who are
required for the job ahead.

I hope that this legislation will be enacted
into law immediately.

Sincerely yours,
HARRY S. TRUMAN,

Mr. REES., Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

This legislation providing for large in-
creases in the salaries of top-flicht people
in Government, in my judgment, comes
at a rather inopportune time. It is ad-
mitted that it is here because it is on the
President’s agenda and because of pres-
sure from the White House. Let me say,
too, that almost every Member in this
House has been cclled upon either by
zt_eiiephone or in person to approve this

111,

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate and
unfair to bring such an important bill to
the floor of the House with only 1 hour’s
time for discussion. This measure
should have opportunity for full and
complete discussion by the membership
of this House.

It provides for increases of salaries for
240 Presidential employees, all the way
from 50 to 100 percent. It has been said
that these are recommendations of the
Hoover Committee, I disagree with that
statement., The committee report states
there should be increases in some of the
higher positions, but certainly did not
name 240 jobs, most of which will be in-
creased from 75 to 100 percent. In my
judgment the increases are too drastic.
At the proper time I shall offer an
amendment that will trim these amounts
to considerable extent.

My proposal is that we reduce the
amounf paid to these Presidential em-
ployees. Do not forget we are not con-
sidering employees in classified service,
These are all Presidential appointees and
can be removed at the will of the Presi-
dent.

You will observe they are named in dif-
ferent groups. The first group is the
President’s Cabinet. The salary in-
creases here are lifted from $15,000 to
$25,000. I am not presently criticizing
that particular category. I realize the
members of the Cabinet are entitled to
considerable increase in salary and that
they have big expense accounts.

But, Mr. Chairman, take a look at the
next schedule in section 2, these various
Under Secretaries who are increasing
their salaries 100 percent. Just think of
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it. They receive $10,000 per year, except
probably 2 or 3 who get $12,000.. You
hike the salaries of these people up to
$20,000. How are you going to justify
your approval of that. I am willing to
provide some increases, but these are
clear out of line.

The next schedule in the bill, who are
assistants in the various agencies, get
from $10,000 to $14,000 now, and yet
under the bill you pay them $18,000 a
year. It seems to me that $15,000 would
be pretty liberal.

Then in the next group are listed,
among others, the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Director and the Assistant
Federal Security Administrator. They
get $10,000. It seems to me that $15,000
would be a pretty fair salary.

I would like to speak for a moment
about schedule 5, a group of assistant
secretaries. Many of these names were
put in by members of our committee,
They draw $10,000 now. The bill gives
them a 50-percent increase, or $15,000;
$12,500, it seems to me, would be a rea-
sonable increase.

If you will glance at the last paragraph
in the bill, you will find a provision that
gives the President authority under cer-
tain circumstances to lift the salaries of
a number of persons up to $18,000. The
President can do it on his own account
without further authority.

Let me say, too, that many of the men
selected to fill these jobs are appointed
not because of their particular qualifica-
tions but because of political affiliations
and because of certain loyalties outside
of particular fitness for these jobs, I
regret to say that there are too many
men holding positions in Government
that are there because of political pull
and not because they are qualified.

On the other hand, we have men in
Government about whom you hear very
little, but who are devoted to duty and
are really underpaid. Among them
would be included such persons as the
head of the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, the head of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, the Comptiroller General,
the Director of the Veterans' Adminis-
tration, and other persons where respon-
sibilities are great and where public
appreciation is comparatively small.
Personally, I would like to single out a
number of those jobs and pay them sal-
aries to which they are entitled.

Let us not forget that you cannot com-
pare salaries of these persons with the
salaries of those employed in industry
and business. As I said, there are many
men and women who are devoted to their
work and who, because they want to
serve in these certain capacities, are will-
ing to continue even though they may be
offered higher salaries in other fields.
Much has been said about competition
of industry. The situation is so much
different. Men devoted to these higher
positions do not work because of salary
alone, and so you cannot compare a
$100,000 a year executive in industry with
a $15,000 or $20,000 a year executive in
Government.

Only recently a man employed in a
very high position in your Government
and mine gave all he had. In fact, he
lost his health and his life because of de-
votion to duty. Raising the salary of
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that person would, as you know, make
very little difference. It just does not
work that way.

Mr. Chairman, there are more than
2,000,000 people employed in Govern-
ment. There are several hundred em-
ployed with comparative salaries. With
this bill you reach out and pick 240 and
increase their salaries, as I said a mo-
ment ago, all the way from $5,000 to $10,-
000 a year. You could easily pick 500
more who are just as important as some
of these included in the hill.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe the
President in his message to Congress is
quite as forthright and realistic as he
might be. I do not want to criticize, but
I just do not believe he will have diffi-
culty in finding men to fill these posi-
tions if he is looking for them on the basis
of qualifications for the jobs. I believe
you will find that with the exception of
perhaps a half dozen appointees, most of
them have to be qualified politically be-
fore they qualify otherwise.

Mr. Chairman, the problem of ef-
ficiency in Government will not be solved
by simply increasing salaries of execu-
tives in policy-making positions. We
have got to have men in public authority
who will give first consideration to ef-
ficiency and to the best interests of our
Government and its people. We have
got to quit making appointments because
of political debts or personal friendships.

Let me repeat, there are many capable
men in Government and many of them
deserve salary increases and many of
them could make more money in private
industry. Many of them who do leave
the Government do it because of inef-
ficiency and a realization that advance-
ment in higher positions does not come
alone because they have given their best
to their jobs and to the Government they
serve.

Again I repeat I do not believe the
President will have difficulty finding men
to fill high important positions.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REES, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I heard the gentleman
say on other occasions that he is inter-
ested in our Government being operated
on as business-like a basis as possible.
Does not the gentleman agree with the
intent of this bill which will certainly
permit the attraction of many more cap-
able people to the service of the Govern-
ment, even assuming that they possess
the moral and spiritual qualities which
go with it?

Mr. REES. I wish that the views of
the gentleman were carried out, but, un-
fortunately, these jobs do not all go to
people who have qualified because of
efficient and faithful service in our Gov-
ernment. You can count on the fingers
of one hand the number of men holding
high responsible positions in this group
who secured their positions because of
their faithful and efficient service in Gov-
ernment. These people, with the ex-
ception of a very few, are appointed from
the outside.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr, REES. I yield to the gentl
from California. :

Mr,
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Mr, PHILLIPS of California. 1 am
glad to support the gentleman’s amend-
ment, but does the gentleman think his
amendment will correct the inequalities .
that exist in the matter of giving the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission $18,000 and the Under Secretary
of Agriculture $20,000?

Mr. REES. If will not correct the in-
equalities to which the gentleman has
called attention. It will be helpful how-
ever in that direction. As I said a while
ago, this legislation is inequitable in so
many respects and yet the leadership of
the House has allowed only 1 hour's time
in late afternoon, of which we are given
only 30 minutes during which to discuss a
piece of legislation that not only involves
the expenditure of an additional million
and a half dollars a year, buf provides for
the drastic increase in salaries of a se-
lected top flight few in the executive de-
partment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr, MiLLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman who preceded me
said that this is an important piece of
legislation. I agree with him in that re-
gard. However, I cannot agree that it
has not received full consideration by the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice of the House. Deliberations on this
type legislation were started during the
Eightieth Congress by a Senate com-
mittee headed by Senator Flanders. I
was invited to sit with that committee as
a guest. I had the privilege and oppor-
tunity of observing its work. I heard
former President Hoover, Mr. Steven-
son, head of the task force of the Hoover
Commission, our former colleague, Mr.
Ramspeck, and numerous other witnesses
testify as to the necessity for this legis-
lation. The adoption of this bill means
economy and efficiency in Government
and I would like you to follow this rea-
soning for the moment:

At the present time we have a $10,000
ceiling on the salaries that may be paid
to career employees in the Government
service,. That is the block that is on
the salaries and the block that is on
efficiency in Government. As you have
heard it stated, we have raised the lower
level of employees by 56 percent, yet we
have only been able to raise the ypper
level by less than 15 percent. A man
who had a $9,000 a year job stopped at
$10,000; a man who had an $8,000 a year
job stopped when the increases brought
his salary up to $10,000.

The Hoovér Commission recognized
this weakness in our pay system and sets
it forth in several places in its report
as follows:

That in order to release the pressure and
to establish a well-grounded merit system,
it is necessary to raise the salaries of top-
flight Government executives in order that
the pressure may be released and we can
ralse the salaries of those career people who
make the Government their life work.

On page 22 of the Personnel Manage-
ment Report recommendation 11 reads:
Congress should raise the present salary
ceiling of $10,330 for career employees. At
the same time, it should increase legislative,
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judieial, and executive salaries at the level
of assistant secretary, or its equivalent, and
above.

The Commission has considered confining
these recommendations to the executive
branch alone. Although aware that it Is
exceeding Its charter, the Commission has
concluded that to recommend any increase
in salary without taking the total picture
into consideration, would confuse rather than
clarify an action that is essential in strength-
ening our whole Government structure.

On page 37 of the Task Force Report
on Federal Personnel it says:

The present compensation of Government
officlals should be increased, and a perma=-
nent plan should be established for keeping
all salary levels, fixed by law, properly
adjusted.

There must be an adjustment in rela-
tion to the salaries of the appointed
executives and the salaries of those
people who are in the career service.
The second recommendation is:

Ralse the ceiling of the top civil-service
grades (CAF-15 and P-8) to $15,000.

I submit that it would not be con-
sistent to raise the salaries of civil-
service employees, career employees,
within the executive departments to
$15,000 a year, and leave that of the
assistant secretaries, the work horses
of the departments, at a salary lower
than that paid to the career employees,

Oh, we have heard a lot about the in-
fluence of politics and that sort of thing.
That may be true for the glamour jobs,
such as the Secretary of State or even
the Under Secretaries. But, how about
the Assistant Secretaries, the people that
do the real executive work in the depart-
ments, who carry out the programs laid
down for them? How many of you can
name a dozen of these Under Secretaries?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. ST. GEORGE].

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman,
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service labored long on the present leg-
islation. When we started considering
salary increases, the finances of this
Government and of this country were
very different from what they are today.
For that reason I, at the present time,
have very grave misgivings as to the wis-~
dom of such legislation. It has been said
that this bill carries out some of the rec-
ommendations of the Hoover Commis~
sion. That is true. It has also been said
that Members of Congress are getting let-
ters by the thousands from people back
home advocating the putting into prac-
tice of the recommendations of the
Hoover Commission. But, I would like
to call your attention to one thing, the
people who are writing from back home
have not read all of the recommendations
of the Hoover Commission. I doubt if
any Member now on the floor of this
House has read them all, and the reports
of the task force. But, the people back
home have seen the headlines. And,
what do these headlines tell them? They
tell them that the Hoover Commission
has stated, and knows, that $3,000,000,-
000 can be saved in the Federal Govern-
ment, and that is what the people back
home are writing about. They are writ-
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ing for economy. They are worried, and
they have reason to be worried about the
financial structure of this country and of
the western world, I do not believe that
those same people will be very happy to
see us in this House single out just one
thing in the Hoover Commission, namely,
the increase of salaries for some of the
top brackets in the executive branch of
the Government.

It has been said that timing is not very
important. On the contrary, Mr. Chair-
man, I believe that timing is all impor-
tant in Government and in life, and this
is not the time to increase the costs of
government.

Another thing, why do these increases
have to come at the top of the pyramid?
I admit that many of these top executives
are deserving of far higher salaries than
they are receiving, I have no doubt as to
that, but I am equally certain that they
may be in a far better position to get
along and to make ends meet, as has been
said here, on their present salaries than
many employees in the lower brackets.

We are also constantly told that it is
difficult to get the caliber of people that
are needed in Government and especially
in executive positions. That I believe is
a fallacy. The men and the women who
want to serve their Government do not
serve for cash. They know perfectly
well that Government can never com-
pete with private industry. But Gov-
ernment service gives us other things.
Government service gives us an inner
satisfaction. It gives us the feeling that
we are doing our patriotic duty. Not
only that, but Government service gives
prestige and many other things that no
private industry can give an individual.
Many of us have gotten to the point
where we know there are some things
that cannot be purchased with dollars,

. Surely these men, in executive positions

feel that way.

We are certainly not worried about
Government employees leaving the Gov-
ernment when we hear that today the
Federal Government is taking in em-
ployees at the rate of 350 per day.
Therefore, that service cannot be so very
distasteful.

While I was sitting here I happened to
see a headline in a newspaper held by
one of my distinguished colleagues on
this rather sparsely filled floor. That
headline said that there were 15,000 more
Federal jobs that had just been restored
by the Senate of the United States.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. MorrisoN].

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, this
bill has had a great deal of considera-
tion before the House Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. The committee
has had at least six meetings on this bill.
There has not been a single bill before
our committee that has had more time
or more deliberation than this bill, with
the one exception of the very involved
bill for the postal-rate increase. I can as-
sure the members of this committee that
each member of the committee had am-
ple time to give his or her reasons both
for and against each increase.

The original bill that was presented to
the committee was compromised, and
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that bill which was submitted by the
chairman was finally adopted, with a few
exceptions. I can say that this bill not
only has the endorsement and support of
many of those who appeared before the
committee, but it also has the approval
of, and is recommended for passage by
the American Bar Association. The
board of directors of the chamber of
commerce have endorsed this legislation.
I have a number of telegrams which were
sent to various Members of the Senate
and House recommending the passage of
this particular legislation. I will read a
few of these telegrams to different Mem-
bers from some of the leaders in business
as well as leaders in other outstanding

organizations:
PEBRUARY 5, 1949,

The Honorable HERBERT O'CoNOR,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Hope it will be possible for you to support
bill to increase salaries of top Government
executives. Belleve in long run it will be
economy measure. Have seen many instances
where first-rate men from education as well
as business felt they could not afford accept
important Government posts. Believe pro-
posed measure would help attract better
personnel.

Regards,
DonALD K. DavID,
Dean, Harvard Business School.

—

FEBRUARY 0, 1849,
Senator HErBERT O'CONOR,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Having had the experience over the past
few years of seeing Government lose the
services of very able men because they could
no longer afford to work for the meager
salaries Government could pay, I respectiully
urge you to support Senator FLANDERs' bill
to increase salaries of 200 top Government
executives. The cost will be comparatively
small and the rewards are certain to be
great.
W. L. CLAYTON,
Anderson & Clayton & Co.

FEBRUARY T, 10490
Senator HErBErT O'CONOR,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

I am strongly in favor of Flanders bill to
increase salaries of 200 top executives, Hope
you can give it your full support.

Arrrep C, FULLER,
Chairman, the Fuller Brush Co.,
Hariford, Conn.

FEERUARY T, 1849.
Senator HERBERT O'CONOR,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Understand bill, S. 498, introduced to in-
crease salary of some 200 top Government
executives is up for immediate consideration.
Government, the biggest business on earth,
needs the best administrators it can get.
Hoover is confident his recommendations
cannot be carried out except by able ad-
ministrators and that salary increases are
fundamental In attracting right men, I agree
with him and hope you do and that you will
favor adoption of bill.
Frep Lazarus, Jr.,
President, Federated Department
Stores, Ine.

MIpDLETOWN, OHIO, February 7, 1949,
Senator HERBERT O'CONOR,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. O.:
I strongly urge your support of the bill
to increase Federal executive salaries. After
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spending a year as chalrman of the Advisory
ilon on service pay, which made
necessary a study of civilian business execu-
tives compensation and a comparison with
top Government executives' compensation,
I am convinced the Hoover recommendations
if approved will result in more economic
administration.
Armco STEEL CORP,,
CHARLES R. HooK,
Chairman.

FEBRUARY 8, 1049,
Hon. GeorcE P. MILLER,
House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.;
As a businessman, I am happy to endorse
House bill 1689, authorizing increased pay for
heads of executive departments and inde-
pendent agencies. Efficlent administration of
public business demands today payment of
adequate compensation to policy-directing
heads in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment. This will serve to attract to Gov-
ernment service the highest type of qualified
person and insure the retention of the experl-
enced and able public servant.
Eric A. JOHNSTON,
President, Motion Picture
Association of America, Ine.

FEBRUARY 8, 1949.
Hon. HerBerT O'CONOR,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

As a businessman, I am happy to endorse
Senate bill 498, authorizing increased pay for
heads of executive departments and inde-
pendent agencies. Efficient administration of
public business demands today payment of
adequate compensation to policy-directing
heads In the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment. This will serve to attract to Gov-
ernment service the highest type of qualified
person and insure the retention of the experl-
enced and able public servant.

ErIC A. JOHNSTON,
President, Motion Picture
Association of America, Inc.

y FEBRUARY T, 1949.
The Honorable HerBerT O'CoNOR,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

I urge support of bill 8. 498, to increase
salaries of 200 top Government officials, as it
would appear almost a governmental neces-
sity to adjust these salaries to modern con-
ditions.

JoHN D. BIGGERS,
President, Libbey Owens Ford Glass Co.

Canton, N. C., February 8, 1949.
Senator HERBERT O'CONOR,
Senate Office Building,
. Washington, D. C.:

I am greatly interested in Senator Pran-
pers' bill providing for increases in salaries
for certaln keymen In Government and de-
sire to express hearty approval of Senator
FranpeErs' objectives., With all other busi-
nessmen and taxpayers, I am most anxious
to see great reductions in the cost of Gov-
ernment; but I am convinced that the Gov-
ernment cannot get and keep the type of
men it should have in positions of responsi-
bility unless it pays them salaries com-
mensurate with the skill and experience
required.

REUBEN B, ROBERTSON,
President, Champion Paper & Fiber Co.

FEBRUARY 7, 1949,
Hon. HerserT O'CoNOR,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
We New Englanders know value of dollar,
but hiring mediocre help is false economy,
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Strongly urge your subcommittee to report
favorably S.498. Must pay adequate salaries
to obtaln competent men to handle biggest
business in world.

S. ABBOT SMITH,
THOMAS STRAHAN CO.,
Chelsea, Mass.

Mr. REES, Mr, Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. CorBETT].

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I do
not believe there is any great issue in-
volved here. We want these top execu-
tives to have an increase in salary. The
question is how much? I am going to
support the Rees amendment when it is
offered for the reason that I feel that the
increases granted by it are very adequate
at this time.

I know something else which I am sure
all of you also know, and that is that sal-
aries, once increased by this body, are
never decreased. If we find that the in-
creasez which may be granted are not
sufficient, Congress can raise the salaries
again. But decreasing salaries is a job
that we have never been able to satisfac-
torily accomplish. The increases which
are granted by the bill are, in many cases,
simply too high to justify their adoption.
All the telegrams that have been read to
you and all of the recommendations that
have been brought out are in favor of
salary increases for these 244 executive
personnel, but they do not advocate any
specific amount. I believe you will find
on close examination of the Rees substi-
tute amendment that the Congress will,
by passing that amendment, be very gen-
erous with its executive officials.

We should note also that everyone who
is supporting this bill is opening the gates
to all kinds of requests for salary in-
creases from the 2,000,000 or more Fed-
eral employees. So we ought to take note
of the fact that in pushing for these in-
creases ranging up fo 100 percent, it is
going to be most difficult to refuse to give
increases to others who are doing the
hard job of efficiently carrying out the
functions of this Government.

So I am going to urge my colleagues
that at the proper time they support the
Rees amendment, and if that should
prove in later years to be insufficient,
other increases can be granted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Cor-
BETT] has expired.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WiLLiamsl,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
recognize the need for an increase in
salary for the heads of these depart-
ments. There has not been an increase
for these executives in quite a while. At
the same time, I also recognize the fact
that the increases should be reasonable
ones.

In the bill that is presented the House
there is a policy involved. I asked the
question of every witness who appeared
before our subcommittee whether or not
he believed that as a matter of policy,
without regard to whether or not con-
gressional salaries were adequate or in-
adequate, he would advocate more pay
for the heads of these executive depart-
ments than is received by Senator Lucas,
the majority leader in the Senate, or

JULY 8

that received by the majority leader of
the House of Representatives, who must
go home every 2 years and seek reelec-
tion at the hands of his people. T am still
awaiting an answer.

I believe the amendment that has been
offered by the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr, ReEs] is reasonable. I have dis-
cussed these figures with the gentleman
from Kansas. The figures that are pre-
sented by his substitute give an adequate
and reasonable raise to each of these de-
partment heads.

As was so appropriately stated by the
lady from New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE],
people do not look to the compensation
received in Government as their only in-
centive for serving. They receive a part
of their compensation in the knowledge
that they have rendered a public service.
The way I look at it, a rich man does not
look at the salary he is to receive from
the Government of the United States for
his service as an incentive. The poor
man thinks that $10,000 or $12,000 is a
good salary and is delighted to get that
kind of job. So you are not going to help
the situation by raising these salaries 50
or GO percent, as is called for in the com-
mittee bill. I am not willing to say, for
instance, that an under secretary of any
of the departments is worth as much to
his Government and to the people of the
United States as the majority leader or
the minority leader in either the House
or the Senate.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to speak again
when the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
REEs] has offered his substitute amend-
ment. Itis my understanding that there
are available quite a number of copies of
the Rees amendment and also an outline
showing comparison between the Rees
amendment, the present bill as amended,
the bill as originally presented, and the
present salaries drawn by these employ-
ees. Ifigured it up last night for the em-~
ployees covered by the Rees amendment,
some 205, and found that their salaries
will be raised by 26.7 percent. In my
opinion, that is a reasonable increase.

Not one person appeared before our
subcommittee who could tell us of a sin-
gle instance of a man who was about to
resign because his salary was inadequate,
nor could they tell us of a single instance
in which a man would be replaced if this
new salary bill were not enacted, re-
placed by a better employee.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross], a member of the committee.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to briefly state my opposition
to the pending bill, H. R. 1689.

I was a member of the subcommittee
that held hearings on this measure; I
voted against sending any such proposal
as this out of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee.

I am not opposed to reasonable and
equitable salary increases, but this pro-
posal is unthinkable, unreasonable and
inequitable. What is sacred about a $2,-
000 or $2,500 annual salary increase?
Yet nearly all these increases are many
times that amount.

In the hearings on H. R. 1689 not a
single witness attempted to justify the
proposed increases on the basis of in-
creased cost of living. Over and over
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again we heard the story that salaries
at the proposed figures had to be paid
to keep private industry from taking men
from Government service. Yet not a
single witness could or would produce
figures to substantiate claims that those
leaving Government service for private
employment had bettered themselves
materially.

In considering this outlandish salary
increase proposal let’s also keep in mind
that many of those benefited under this
measure are supplied with automobiles,
chauffeurs, and practically unlimited
expense accounts.

I say again that I am not opposed to
reasonable salaries for Government of-
ficials., But in this matter, let us start
with the little fellow at the bottom of
the list—raise these workers where in-
creases are needed. If there's anything
left then apply it at the top.. In other
words, let us reverse the old procedure
of giving the crumbs to the little fellow
at the bottom of the Iist.

Yesterday, President Truman told
newspaper reporters he is bullish about
the economic condition of this country,
In the same issue of the same paper—
Washington Star—Secretary of Agricul-
ture Brannan is quoted as saying the
economic situation of farmers is becom-
ing serious. The President ought to
know that in a Nation, whose basic in-
dustry is agriculture, there is no reason
for feeling bullish when the economic
situation of farmers is serious.

Any such salary increases as proposed
hete are not compatible with the eco-
nomic and debt situation that confronts
this country. Further unnecessary ex-
penditures on the part of the Govern-
ment will only produce greater deficits
and no matter how thin President Tru-
man slices his bullishness the result will
still be the same.

This bill will set a bad precedent in the
matter of salaries and wages. It should
have been amended in committee, not
on the floor of the House. I am against
it and whether or not there is a roll
call my vote is hereby recorded in op-
position.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlenan from Cali-
fornia [Mr. PHILLIPS],

Mr., PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, this bill should be returned to
the place whence it came and in due time
returned to the lodge, and if a member
of the committee itself does not offer a
motion to recommit I shall do so on the
basis of the inequalities which appear in
the bill.

If the Members will read tke bill they
will see what I mean. The Under Sec-
retary of any department, the Under
Secretary of Agriculture, for instance, is
to receive $20,000 under the bill, but the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, who has one of the most respon-
sible jobs in the United States today, is
to receive $18,000. The head of the CIA
is increased from $14,000 to $17,500, while
J. Edgar Hoover, head of the FBI, is in-
creased from $14,000 to $15,000.

Every one of these Under Secretaries
and Assistant Secretaries will receive
more than Senators and Congressmen,
yet do not have the expenses laid upon
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them that are laid upon Members of
Congress,

The Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers is to be rewarded with a
salary of $17,500 while, as I said, the As-
sistant Secretaries of the various depart-
ments are to receive as much as he will
get.

The head of the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, handling billions and
billions of dollars, is to be given a salary
of $16,000 a year while the Under Secre-
tary of Commerce is to receive $20,000 a
year.

Mr. Chairman, there is no justification
for this lack of balance in the bill about
which I am speaking. I have so little
time that I cannot go into more detail,
however if the Members will take the list
of salaries in the mimeographed state-
ment, or in the bill itself, they will under-
stand what I mean by saying this bill
should be sent back to the committee for
the correction of its obvious inequalities.

Mr, Chairman, what brought up a bill
like this? At the present time there are
probably not more than a few dozen sal-
aries in the entire Government picture
that actually need to be increased, and
these are specialists of various kinds.
There are specialists in the Department
of Agricuture, with whom the gentleman
from Georgia, who -has just risen, is fa-
miliar. Two or three of these specialists
in their lines finally left the department
because they could get higher salaries in
outside positions; yet it was stated they
would have stayed if the salary were
raised from $10,000 to $15,000. We tried
to meet that situation in the Appropria-
tions Committee by allowing three sal-
aries to go above $10,000, but not over
$15,000, but another body of the Congress
decided against this change. This does
not mean we have to take every salary in
Washington and raise an assistant secre-
tary, for example, above men who admin-
ister large and important Government
agencies.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
remainder of my time to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO].

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I had
not intended to speak on this bill, but
there has come to my attention what is
taking place in the city of Detroit or in
the Detroit area. I think it worth while
to mention it to the House. Canada has
repealed its wartime excise taxes. As a
result of that, the jewelers in Detroit
find that people are crossing the Detroit
River to Windsor, Canada, just 1 mile
away, to make their purchases. They
go to Canada and buy their jewelry
where there is no excise tax. We still
have an eXcise tax of 20 percent on
jewelry. People are crossing the river
to buy transportation tickets because
they can buy them 15 percent less than
they can buy them in the city of Detroit.
Why? Because the United States has
not reduced its wartime excise taxes and
Canada has. There is no restraint on
public spending. No effort toward econ-
omy, and there is no hope for the re-
duction of taxes. Only a change in pub-
lic opinion or collapse of our economic
system will halt this spending spree.

I realize this is a small bill, with prob-
ably less than $1,250,000 involved, and
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no doubt there are many justifications in
this bill for an increase in salary. One,
in particular, I think, should be increased
more than if is, and that is the salary of
J. Edgar Hoover, head of the FBI. That
agency has served this Nation in a
splendid way and has kept a leash on
those within our midst who would de-
stroy this Government and its way of life.
* In my opinion there is no restraint on
Federal spending here in the Nation's
Capital. If one looks at the report of
the Secretary of the Treasury, he will
become alarmed. Here are his figures
which I am going to give you. It shows
that there is a change of over $10,-
000,000,000 in receipts and expenditures
of this Government in the short space of
12 months. When will Federal spend-
ing be curtailed or reduced? Not one of
us in this body nor anyone else has ever
been able to beat simple arithmetic. It
cannot be done. As an example of pub-
lic spending, take the subject of ezgs.
It has cost the taxpayers of this country
$93,000,000 for the support price on eggs
alone during the last year. That is just
one thing. .

In addition to that, here are the figures
from the Secretary of the Treasury sum-
marizing budget results for the fiscal
year 1949 compared with 1948. In 1948—
and I am speaking of the fiscal year—
the receipts of this Government were
$42.250.000,000; for 1949, $38,000,000,000,
a drop of almost $4,000,000,000 in re-
ceipts.

What about expenditures? In 1948
expenditures were approximately $34,-
000,000,000; in 1949, approximately $40,-
000,000,000, or an increase of over $6,-
000,000,000, and the deficit we find this
year, as it ended on July 1 for the fiscal
year, was $1,810,000,000. The difference
between receipts in 1948 and in 1949,
and the expenditures amount to $8,419,-
000,000, or a total change of over $10,-
000,000,000.

I admit that $1,250,000 provided in this
bill will not provide an enormous strain
on the financial structure of the Govern-
ment, but it does become alarming when
we consider the trend in this country.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. I just wanted to state
that it seems to me very unfair to grant
Mr. Hoover, who is trying to protect the
security of this Nation, a raise of only
$1,000, while you are granting men of
lesser or insignificant responsibility
raises of from $7,000 to $10,000.

Mr. DONDERO. The gentleman is
entirely correct, and I agree with him,

Mr. REES. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. REES. I will say to the gentle-
man that in the original bill J. Edgar
Hoover was not even included, but the
committee put him in for an additional
$1,000.

Mr. DONDERO. Yes, I understand
that; and when we consider that in-
crease in pay with the increases aec-
corcil;ed to others, I think it is insignifi-
cant.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. DEaNEl.

Mr. DEANE. Mr., Chairman, I join
with my colleagues who look upon our
Federal budget today with concern. The
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO]
spoke apparently in support of the repeal
of the excise taXes. I realize that these
were wartime taxes and we should take
wise action in determining what is best
for our entire economy with reference to
excise taxes. However, I think the gen-
tleman needs to recall the action of the
Eightieth Congress and be frank enough
to admit that we have the excise taxes
today because they were made permanent
during the Eightieth Congress in order to
effect the Eightieth Congress income tax
cut. It is generally conceded that the
income-tax cut made during the Eight-
ieth Congress could not have been done
without the retention of the excise taxes,
Therefore, in a large measure the con-
dition of the Federal budget position to-
day is due to the action of the Eightieth
Congress in cutting income taxes at a
time when there was little demand for
such action except from those best able
to pay. I recognize the fact that it now
appears perhaps unwise to increase taxes,
but we should certainly orient our think-
ing in terms of what is best in carrying
out the services of the Federal Govern-
ment and not make the mistakes that
were made in the Eightieth Congress in
breaking down the tax-producing meth-
ods that are so essential if we maintain
the services demanded by the people of
this country.

I am one of those who believe in pro-
tecting our Federal economy by bring-
ing into the Federal service our best and
most able administrators. Therefore,
must we not, Mr. Chairman, take action
now in behalf of our national economy
by extending some degree of considera-
tion to those key men in the Federal
service who must have some considera-
tion from this Congress. We certainly
will take favorable action if we believe
in good administration.

At the present moment it appears that
there is pending before the Congress for
national defense a suggested appropria-
tion of $13,000,000. I submit, Mr. Chair-
man, that we could very easily suggest
some real economy in the national-de-
fense program to the end that the
amount of money represented by the in-
crease in Federal expenditures in this
bill could easily be absorbed without in-
jury whatsoever to the national-defense
program.

Mr. Chairman, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, the Honorable
Lindsay C. Warren, is looked upon by all
of us who know him as one of the most
outstanding public servants in the Fed-
eral service. Within recent days Mr.
Warren appeared before the Subcom-
mittee on Compensation and Personnel,
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, United States Senate, in support of
additional compensation for key per-
sonnel in the Federal service. I would
like to quote from the statement by our
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able and outstanding Comptroller Gen-
eral:

I served for 16 years as a Member of the
House of Representatives. Throughout that
period and in my present capacity as Comp-
troller General, I have been deeply concerned
at the growing difficulty of attracting able
men to the service of the Government and
keeping them there. I do not intend what
is said here to be taken as critlcism of any
officer now in the Government. Indeed, I
have said many times that we have some of
the flnest administrators to be found any-
where. Rather it is my hope that something
will be done to keep these men and to ob-
tain the services of others of equal caliber.

The task of administering a large and far-
flung organization is by and large one of get-
ting the right men for the right jobs and
retaining them. The necessary formula for
a successful private business is to get the
best men you can to run it, whether at high
cost or low. Such necessity is tenfold greater
in the Government—the biggest business in
the world—where the stakes a.e so high, the
operations so broad, and the pitfalls so deep.
We cannot hope to get and retain such men
if we will not pay the price. Right now 1
think it will be conceded that the reward—
if it can be called that—for public service
too often is pitifully inadequate. Too often
the compensation is trivial when compared
to the job beilng done and what could be
earned elsewhere. It has driven out many
of those best qualified, has created hardship
on those who stay at their posts through
devotion to duty, and operated as a deter-
rent to any effective injection of new blood.

There are both rewards and penalties for
those in public office. I do not advocate
that the Government meet salaries offered
by industry, because that cannot be af-
forded. But at least the salaries should be
such as to attract and keep able public men
without too great a sacrifice on their part.
Widely in the Government service there are
spread groups of fine employees who demand
and are paid the prevailing wage scale. The
Congress requires that the same scale be
paid by those holding large Government con-
tracts. I know no justification at all for
denial of somewhat more nearly prevailing
wages for the relatively few executives who
are responsible for directing the far-flung
activities of the Government. It Is obvious
that some (I repeat some) narrowing of the
widespread in executive salaries between pri-
vate and public business is called for.

I do not plead the cause of any job holder,
or ask for help or benefits for anyone, no
matter how deserving. It has been and is
my policy—though sometimes seeming to be
a volce crying in the wilderness—to speak
out for the interests of the Government,
which means for the interests of the United
States as a whole. Government is called
upon to be, in a worldly sense, the savior
and protector of all of us, our bulwark for a
free economy in a troubled and confused
world. Is it not obvious we hurt ourselves,
that is, our country and its people, when we
fall to provide the wherewithal to get done
the job the people demand? Are we not be-
ing penny wise, pound foolish?

What are the facts? I know of my own
Eknowledge of a number of agency heads who
after fine and faithful service were forced
to leave for the greener pastures elsewhere,
and I know of many other able men whose
services the Government was denled because
in this competitive world the biggest busi-
ness of them all could not reward them ac-
cording to their worth. The fact is that in
some quarters the turn-over has been so fre-
quent that no sooner do we in our daily
contacts get acquainted with those in charge
than the_ are changed and new ones come in.
The sad part is that many leave just as
they have learned to know their jobs and
are in positlon to render service of real
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value—and sometimes even before. Some
executive positions in the Government have
gone begging for months.

In my reports to Congress I have called
to account time and time again agencies
which were poorly run, inadequately staffed,
incompetently managed. This has been done
in pursuance of my duty under the law, and
with full knowledge that the need is for bet-
ter management in the executive positions.
We have all sald we must have better men
to turn the wheels of Government. But here
as anywhere else, you get only what you
pay for.

Anyone who really seeks better Govern-
ment, who opposes waste, extravagance, and
inefficiency, will further that cause by sup-
porting this legislation to give the President
the best human equipment to run this com-
plicated Government machine. I think this
bill goes far—perhaps here and there not
far enough—to supply that need. I endorse
it whol=leartedly and congratulate you gen-
tlemen for your resolution to do something
to r:medy a bad situation in our Govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, there has long been a
compelling need to increase the rates of
compensation of heads and assistant
heads of the executive departments and
other officials of the Government who
are charged with much responsibility. I
sincerely feel that some action in this di-
rection must be taken if the Government
is to obtain and keep the services of
qualified executives. The Government
may be able to obtain the services of per-
sons to fill these responsible positions at
the present salary rates only if it disre-
gards the qualifications of such persons.

Once the services of capable persons
are obtained for these executive posi-
tions, consideration must be given to the
retention of them. Any appreciable
turn-over in top-flight executives is not
in the interest of the Government,
Many top-flight executives will remain
in these Government positions where ex-
traordinary ability is required for a lim-
ited time only unless there is some prc-
vision for adequate salaries.

The annual salaries of top executives
in outside industry, in positions compar-
able to the positions covered in this pro-
posed legislation, range from $75,000 to
$300,000 per annum.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I'yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
McCARTHY].

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
take this time to correct one or two of
the remarks made in debate by the oppo-
nents of this pay increase.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania ob-
served that once pay increases are given
there is no tradition of any reduction.
I would remind him of the Economy Act
of 1934, which is within the memory of
most of us, when Government salaries
were reduced by 15 percent.

The opponents of this increase are,
however, in good tradition in insisting
upon low pay for public servants. The
expression of this attitude goes back to
the Constituticnal Convention in 1887.
At that Convention, Mr. Gerry, from
Massachusetts, stated:

One of the prinecipal evils in representative
government arises from the want of due pro-
vision for those employed in the adminis-
tration of government. It would seem to be

a maxim of democracy to starve the public
servant.



1949

For the information of the committee,
& comparison of the salaries now beiny
paid to the civilian employees of the Gov-
ernment with those which this House ap-
proved for the members of the armed
services points out some rather interest-
ing contrasts. At the present time, ac-
cording to the commiitee report, there
are slightly over 3,000 civilian employees
who receive more than $10,000 a year, out
of about 2,000,000 employees. Under the
pay bill we have just passed there will
be 27,784 members of the armed services
who will receive more than $10,000 per
year, out of slightly more than 1,500,000
members.

There has been some concern expressed
here that Government employees should
receive a good deal of satisfaction which
is nonfinancial or nonpecuniary in na-
ture. Let me say to the members of the
committee that if this pay bill is passed
Government employees will still have an
opportunity to enjoy that kind of satis-
faction. The salaries proposed in this
bill are so far below those paid in com-
parable positions in private industry that
public service will not be for sale and
loyalty and patriotism not reduced to a
cash-payment basis.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.
All time has expired.

The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the rate of basic
compensation of the head of each executive
department anc¢ of the Secretary of Defense
shall be $25,000 per annum.

Bec. 2. (a) The rate of basic compensation
of the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, the Administrator for Economic Co-
operation, the Comptroller General of the
United States, the Chairman of the Council
of Economic Advisers, the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman of the
National Security Resources Board, the Fed-
eral Security Administrator, the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs, the Chairman of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, each Under Secretary of an execu-
tive department, the Assistant to the Attor-

ney General, the Solicitor General of the .

United States, and the First Assistant Post-

master General shall be $£22,500 per annum.
(b) Section 105 of title 3 of the United

Btates Code is amended to read as follows:

“COMPENSATION OF SECRETARIES AND EXECUTIVE,
ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF ASSISTANTS TO
PRESIDENT
“Sgc. 105. The President is authorized to

fix the compensation of the six administra-

tive assistants authorized to be appointed
under section 106 of this title, of the Execu-
tive Secretary of the National Security Coun-

cil, and of five other secretaries or other im-

mediate staff assistants in the White House

Office as follows: Two at rates not exceeding

$22,500 per annum, three at rates not ex-

ceeding $20,000 per annum, and seven at rates
not exceeding $17,500 per annum."

(c) The first sentence of section 106 of
title 3 of the United States Codr is amended
to read as follows: “The President is author-
ized to appoint not to exceed six administra-
tive assistants and to fix their compensation
in accordance with section 105 of this title.”

SEec. 3. (a) The rate of basic compensation
of the Housing and Home Finance Adminis-
trator, the Federal Works Administrator, the
members (other than the Chairman) of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, the members (other than the Chair-
man) of the Council of Economic Advisers,
the members (other than the Chairman) of
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the Atomic Energy Commission, the Public
Printer, the Librarlan of Congress, the
Federal Mediation and Conclliation Di-
rector, the Chairman of the Munitions Board,
the Chairman of the Research and Develop-
ment Board, the Director of Central Intelli-
gence, the Deputy Administrator for Eco-
nomic Cooperation, the Assistant Comptroller
General of the United States, the Assistant
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, the
Executive Assistant Administrator of Veter-
ans' Affairs, and the Assistant Federal Secur-
ity Administrator shall be £20,000 per annum.

(b) The first sentence of section 603 of
title 28 of the United States Code (relating to
the salary of the Director of the Administra-
tive Office of the United States Courts) is
amended to read as follows:

“The Director shall receive a salary of
$20,000 a year."

Bec. 4. (a) The rate of basic compensation
of the members of the Home Loan Bank
Board; the Public Housing Commissioner;
the Federal Housing Commissioner; the
Housing Expediter; the War Assets Admin-
istrator; the Director of Belective BService;
the Director of Aeronautical Research of the
National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nautics; the Archivist of the United States;
of all members of the Civil Aeronautics
Board; the Displaced Persons Commission;
the Board of Directors of the Export-Import
Bank of Washington; the Federal Communi-
cations Commission; the Board of Directors
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion (including the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency); the Federal Power Commission; the
Federal Trade Commission; the Interstate
Commerce Commission; the National Labor
Relations Board; the National Mediation
Board; the Railroad Retirement Board; the
Board of Directors of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation; Becurities and Ex-
change Commission; the Board of Directors
of the Tennessee Valley Authority; the Civil
Service Commrission; the United States
Maritime Commission; the United States
Tariff Commission; the Indian Claims Com-
mission; the War Claims Commission; the
Philippine War Damage Commission; the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia; of the General Counsel of the
National Labor Relations Board; each Assist-
ant of an executive department
(including the Fiscal Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury); each Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral; the Assistant Solicitor General of the
United States; the Counselor of the Depart-
ment of State; the Second, Third, and Fourth
Assistant Postmaster General; the Associate
Federal Medlation and Conciliation Director;
the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence;
the Philippine Alien Property Administrator;
the Chief Assistant Librarian of Congress;
the Deputy Public Printer; the Architect of
the Capitol; the Assistant Federal Works Ad-
ministrator; and of the Governors of Alaska,
Hawali, the Virgin Islands, and the Panama
Canal shall be at the rate of $17,500 per
anmum. Notwithstanding the act of Febru-
ary 23, 1931 (5 U. S. C. 1523), the salary of
the legal adviser of the Department of State
shall not be increased as a result of this act.

(b) The second sentence of section 603
of title 28 of the United States Code (relat-
ing to the compensation of the Assistant
Director of the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts) is amended to read as
follows: “The Assistant Director shall receive
& salary of $17,600 a year.”

BSkc. 5. In any case in which the chairman
or other head of a board or commission, the
rate of baslc compensation for members of
which is preseribed by section 4 of this act,
has important duties or responsibilities not
imposed upon other members of such board
or commission, the President is authorized
in his discretion to fix the compensation of
such chairman or other head at the rate
of $20,000 per annum.

Sec. 6. (a) Section 304 of the Postal Rate
Revislon and Federal Employees Salary Act
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of 1948 is hereby repealed effective as of July
3, 1948. No additional compensation shall be
payable by reason of the enactment of this
section for any period prior to the date ef
enactment of this sectlon for any period
prior to the date of enactment of this act in
the case of any person who is not an em-
ployee in or under the munmicipal govern-
ment of the District of Columbla on such
date of enactment.

(b) Effective as of the first day of the first
pay period which began after June 30, 1948,
each of the rates of basic compensation pro-
vided by sections 412 and 415 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1946 (U, S. C., title 22, secs.

- 867 and 870) which do not exceed $10,000 are

hereby increased by $330. No additional com-
pensation shall be payable by reason of the
enactmment of this section for any period
prior to the date of enactment of this act
in the case of any person who is not a Foreign
Bervice officer or a Foreign Service staff offi-
cer or employee on such date.

Mr. REES, Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute,

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, this bill is in the form of a
committee amendment., The original
bill was stricken out and this language
inserted. I think the committee amend-
ment should be perfected by any amend-
ments before the substitute is taken up.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert “That the rate
of basic compensation of the head of each
executive department and of the Secretary
of Defense shall be $25,000 per annum.

“SEC. 2. (a) The rate of basic compensa-
tion of the Administrator for Economic Co-
operation, the Comptroller General of the
United States, the Chairman of the Council
of Economic Advisers, the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman of the
National Security Resources Board, the Fed-
eral Security Administrator, the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs, each Under Secretary
of an executive department, the Assistant to
the Attorney General, the Solicitor General
of the United States, and the First Assistant
Postmaster General shall be 20,000 per
annum,

“(b) Section 105 of title 8 of the United
States Code Is amended to read as follows:

“ ‘COMPENSATION OF SECRETARIES AND EXECU-
TIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF ASSISTANTS
TO PRESIDENT

" *§ 105. The President is authorized to fix
the compensation of the six administrative
assistants authorized to be appointed under
section 106 of this title, of the Executive Sec-
retary of the National Security Council, and
of five other secretaries or other Immediate
staff assistants in the White House Office as
follows: Two at rates not exceeding $20,000
per annum, three at rates not exceeding $18,-
000 per annum, and seven at rates not
exceeding $16,000 per annum.’ "

(c) The first sentence of section 108 of
title 3 of the United States Code is amended
to read as follows: “The President is au-
thorized to appoint not to exceed six ad-
ministrative assistants and to fix their
compensation in accordance with section 105
of this title.”

"Sec, 3. (a) The rate of basic compensation
of the Housing and Home Finance Adminis-
trator, the Federal Works Administrator, the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission,
the Chairman of the Munitions Board, the
Chairman of the Research and Development
Board, the Deputy Administrator for Eco-
nomic Cooperation, the Assistant Comptroller
General of the United States, the Assistant
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and
the Deputy Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs shall be $18,000 per annum.
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“(b) The first sentence of section 603 of
title 28 of the United States Code (relating
to the salary of the Director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts) is
amended to read as follows:

“‘The Director shall recelve a salary of
817,500 a year.'”

“(e) The rate of basic compensation of
the Public Printer, the Librarian of Con-
gress, the members (other than the Chair-
man) of the Council of Economic Advisers,
the Director of Central Intelligence, the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Director, and
the Assistant Federal Security Administrator
shall be 817,500 per annum.

“Sec. 4. The rate of basic compensation
of the members of the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System; the Director
of Aeronautical Research of the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics; mem-
bers of the Clvil Aeronsutics Board; the
Chairman of the Board of Directors of the
Export-Import Bank of Washington; mem-
bers of the Federal Communications Com-
mission; members of the Board of Directors
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion (including the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency); -members of the Federal Power Com-
mission; members of the Federal Trade Com-
mission; members of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission; members of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board; members of
the National Mediation Board; members of
the Rallroad Retirement Board; the Chair-
man of the Board of Directors of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation; mem-
bers of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission; members of the Board of Directors
of the Tennessee Valley Authority; mem-
bers of the Civil Service Commission; the
Chalrman of the United States Maritime
Commission; members of the United States
Tariff Commission; members (other than
the Chairman) of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission; the General Counsel of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board; the Architect
of the Capitol; and the Assistant Federal
Works Administrator shall be at the rate of
$16,000 per annum.

“S8ec. 5. (a) The rate of basic compensa-
tion of the Housing Expediter; the War
Assets Administrator; the Director of Se-
lective Service; the Archivist of the United
States; members of the Displaced Persons
Commission; members of the Indian Claims
Commission; members of the War Claims
Commission; members of the Philippine War
Damage Commission; members of the Board
of Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia; each Assistant Secretary of an executive
department (including the Fiscal Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury); each Assistant
Attorney General; the Assistant Solicitor
General of the United States; the Counselor
of the Department of State; the Second,
Third, and Fourth Assistant Postmasters
General; the Associate Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Director; the Deputy Di-
rector of Central Intelligence; the Philip-
pine Allen Property Administrator; the
Chief Assistant Librarian of Congress; the
Deputy Public Printer; members (other
than the Chairman) of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Export-Import Bank of Wash-
ington; members (other than the Chair-
man) of the Board of Directors of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation; members
(other than the Chairman) of the United
States Maritime Commission; Administrator,
Production and Marketing Administration;
Commissioner of Internal Revenue; Director
of the Bureau of Prisons; Director, Federal
Bureau of Investigation; Commissioner of
Public Roads; Commissioner of Public
Buildings; Commissioner of Community
Facilities; Commissloner of Immigration and
Naturalization; Administrator, Rural Electri-
fication Administration; Commissioner for
BSocial Security; Commissioner of Reclama=-
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tion; Chief, Soil Conservation Service; Com-
missioner of Customs; Governor of the Farm
Credit Administration; Chief Forester of
the Forest BService; Administrator of the
Farmers Home Administration; the three
Bpecial Assistants to the Secretary of De-
fense; and of the Governors of Alaska, Ha-
wall, the Virgin Islands, and the Panama
Canal shall be at the rate of $15,000 per
annum. Notwithstanding section 30 of the
act of May 24, 1824, as amended (U. S~C,,
title 5, sec. 152a), the: salary of the Legal
Adviser of the Department of State shall
continue to be at the rate of $10,330 per
annum.

“(b) The second sentence of section 603
of title 28 of the United States Code (relat-
ing to the compensation of the Assistant Di-
rector of the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts) is amended to read
as follows: ‘The Assistant Director shall re-
celve a salary of $15,000 a year.'

*“(c) The rate of compensation of the
Legislative Counsel of the House of Repre-
sentatives and of the Legislative Counsel of
the Senate shall be $12,000 per annum.

“gSec. 6. In any caes in which the chair-
man or other head of a board or commis-
sion and the other members of such board
or commission receive the same rate of basic
compensation under this act, and such
chairman or other head has important duties
or responsibilities not imposed upon other
members of such board or commission, the
President is authorized in his discretion to fix
the compensation of such chairman or other
head at the rate of $18,000 per annum.

“Seec. 7. (a) Section 304 of the Postal Rate
Revision and Federal Employees Salary Act
of 1948 is hereby repealed effective as of
July 3, 1948. No additional compensation
shall be payable by reason of the enactment
of this section for any perlod prior to the
effective date of this act in the case of any
person who is not an employee In or under
the municipal government of the District
of Columbiz on such date.

“(b) Effective as of the first day of the
first pay period which began after June 30,
1948, each of the rates of basic compensa-
tion provided by sections 412 and 415 of the
Foreign Service Act of 1946 (U. 8. C., title 22,
secs. B67 and 870) which do not exceed
$10,000 are hereby increased by $330. No
additional compensation shall be payable by
reason of the enactment of this section for
any period prior to the effective date of this
£ct in the case of any person who is not a
Foreign Service officer, a Foreign Service Re-
serve officer, or a Forelgn Service staff officer
or employee on such date.

“{c) No person whose compensation is in-
creased by this section shall be entitled to
any overtime pay, or compensation for night
and holiday work, as provided in sections 201,
301, and 302 of the Federal Employees Pay
Act of 1845, as amended, based on the addi-
tional compensation provided by this section
for any pay period ending prior to the ef-
fective date of this act.

“Sec. 8. This act shall take effect on the
first day of the first pay period which begins
after the date of enactment of this act.”

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee (interrupt-
ing the reading of the committee amend-
ment). Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the committee amendment
be considered as read and that it be open
for amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I have several amendments at
the Clerk's desk, which I now offer.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. MURRAY of
Tennessee:

On page 7, iine 3, insert before the word
“aach”, the following: “the Administrator of
General Services.”

On page 7, line 25, and page 8, line 1, strike
out “the Federal Works Administrator.”

On page 9, lines 17 and 18, strike out “As-
sistant Federal Works Administrator”, and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “Deputy
Administrator of General Services."”

On page 9, line 21, strike out “War Assets
Administrator”, and insert in lieu théreof,
the following “Director of the Bureau of Fed-
eral Supply.”

Page 9, line 23, insert after “States”, the
following: “the Assistant Architect of the
Capitol.”

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, a parliamentary inquiry. -

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment to section 3
on page 8. Would it take precedence
over everything after that, or will I have
the opportunity to offer it after the gen-
tleman from Tennessee discusses these
amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida may be recognized to offer
his amendment after the pending amend-
ments are disposed of.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr,
Chairman and members of the commit-
tee, these amendments;, with the excep-
tion of the last amendment which was
read by the Clerk are offered because of
the enactment of the Federal Property
Administrative Services Act of 1949,
which was approved on June 30, 1949,
This act transferred the functions of the
War Assets Administration, the Federal
Works Agency, the National Archives,
and the Bureau of Federal Supply to the
new agency known as the General Serv-
ices Administration.

Because of this consolidation, the
amendments are necessary to eliminate
from H. R. 1689 the following positions:
Federal Works Administrator, Assistant
Federal Works Administrator; and the
War Assets Administrator. All three of
these positions were abolished by this
act creating the Federal Property and
Administrative Services. The act also
provides for the appointment of an Ad-
ministrator of General Services. He has
already been appointed. His nomina-
tion has been confirmed by the Senate.
The man is Mr. Jess Larson. The pur-
pose of these amendments is to strike
from this bill the War Assets Adminis-
trator, the Federal Works Administrator,
the Deputy Federal Works Administra-
tor, and to put in Mr. Larson as head of
the Administrative Services Agency, put-
ting him in the $20,000 bracket, because
he has a most responsible position, hav-
ing charge of public buildings, Federal
works, ordering supplies, public roads,
and the National Archives. Since the
position of the Federal Works Adminis-
trator and the Deputy Federal Works
Administrator and the War Assets Ad-
ministrator have already been abolished
by act of Congress, I am sure there can
be no objection to striking those posi-
tions out of this bill and having the Ad-
ministrator of General Services, and also
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the Deputy Administrator of General
Services included in the bill.

I propose to put the Administrator of
General Services in the $20,000 bracket
and the Deputy General Services Ad-
ministrator in the $16,000 bracket. That
is the purpose of the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. MURRAY].

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the committee amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have a perfecting amendment to
the committee amendment, which would
take priority, as I understand it.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will re-
port the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. REgs],

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have a perfecting amendment to
the committee amendment, which would
take precedence, in my opinion, over the
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair desires
to make a statement. There is pend-
ing before the Committee a committee
amendment. The gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. Rees] has offered an amend-
ment which the Chair understands is in
the nature of a substitute amendment.
The gentleman from Florida, or any
other Member, can offer amendments
perfecting the committee amendment.
The order will be, first, the amendment
perfecting the committee amendments;
next, on the perfecting amendments, if
any, to the substitute amendment; then
on the substitute amendment; and then
on the committee amendment. 4

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALLECK. If the substitute
amendment is voted down, will the com-~
mittee amendment still be open to
amendment?

The CHATIRMAN. It will. The Clerk
will report the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, a point of order. My amendment
is a perfecting amendment to the com-
mittee amendment. Will that not take
precedence?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
have an opportunity to offer his perfect-
ing amendment.

The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from EKansas
[Mr. REES].

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, the Clerk did not read the last
two amendments which I have on the
Clerk’s desk, which are perfecting com-
mittee amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. After the Clerk re-
ports the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Rees] the
Chair will direct the Clerk to report the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment for the committee
amendment offered by Mr. Rees: “That the
rate of basic compemnsation of the head of
each executive department and of the SBecre-
tary of Defense shall be 25,000 per annum,
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“See. 2. (a) The rate of basic compensa-
tlon of the Comptroller General of the
United States, the Chairman of the Council
of Economic Advisers, the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman of the
National Security Resources Board, the Fed-
eral Security Administrator, the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs, the Administrator of
General Services, each Under Secretary of an
executive department, the Assistant to the
Attorney General, the Sollcitor General of
the United States, and the First Assistant
Postmaster General shall be $17,600 per
annum.

“(b) Section 105 of title 3 of the Unjted
States Code is amended to read as follows:

“ ‘COMPENSATION OF SECRETARIES AND EXECU-
TIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF ASSISTANTS
TO PRESIDENT
“'Sgc. 1056. The President is authorized to

fix the compensation of the six administra-

tive assistants authorized to be appointed
under section 106 of this title, of the Execu-
tive BSecretary of the Natlonal Security

Council, and of five other secretaries or other

immediate staff assistants In the White

House Office as follows: Two at rates not ex-

ceeding $16,000 per annum, three at rates

not exceeding $15,000 per annum, and seven
at rates not exceeding 12,000 per annum.’

“(c) The first sentence of section 106 of
title 3 of the United States Code is amended
to read as follows: ‘The President is author-
ized to appoint not to exceed six adminis-
trative assistants and to fix their compensa-
tion in accordance with section 1056 of this
title.!

“Sec. 3. The rate of basic compensation of
the Chairman of the Munitions Board, the
Chairman of the Research and Development
Board, the Assistant Comptroller General of
the United States, the Assistant Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the
Deputy Administrator of Veterans' Affalrs,
the Public Printer, the Librarian of Congress,
the Director of Central Intelligence, the Fed-
eral Mediatilon and Conciliation Director,
and the Assistant Federal Security Adminis-
trator shall be $15,000 per annum.

“Sec. 4. (a) The rate of basic compensa-
tlon of the Director of Aeronautical Research
of the National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nautics; members of the Civil Aeronautics
Board; members of the Federal Communica-
tion Commission; members of the Pederal
Power Commission; members of the Federal
Trade Commission; members of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission; members of
the National Labor Relations Board; mem-
bers of the National Mediation Board; mem.-
bers of the Rallroad Retirement Board;
members of the Securities and Exchange
Commission; members of the Board of Direc-
tors of the Tennessee Valley Authority;
members of the Civil Service Commission;
the Chairman of the United States Maritime
Commission; members of the United States
Tariff Commission; the General Counsel of
the National .Labor Relations Board; the
Architect of the Capitol; the Deputy Ad-
ministrator of General Services; the Hous-
ing Expediter; the Director of the Bureau of
Federal Supply; the Archivist of the United
States; members of the Displaced Persons
Comimission; members of the Indian Claims
Commission; members of the War Claims
Commission; members of the Philipplne War
Damage Commission; members of the Board
of Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia; each Assistant Becretary of an executive
department (including the Fiscal Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury); each Assistant
Attorney General; the Assistant BSolicitor
General of the United States; the Counselor
of the Department of Btate; the Second,
Third, and Fourth Assistant Postmasters Gen-
eral; the Associate Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Director; the Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence; the FPhilippine Alien
Property Administrator; the Chief Assistant
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Librarian of Congress; the Deputy Public
Printer; members (other than the Chairman)
of the Board of Directors of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington; members (other
than the Chairman) of the United Btates
Maritime Commission; Administrator, Pro-
duction and Marketing Administration;
Commissioner of Internal Revenue; Director
of the Bureau of Prisons; Commissioner of
Public Roads; Commissioner of Public Build-
ings; Commissioner of Community Facilities;
Commissioner of Immigration and Natural-
ization; Administrator, Rural Electrification
Administration; Commissioner for Social Se-
curity; Commissioner of Reclamation; Chief,
Sofl Conservation Service; Commissioner of
Customs; Governor of the Farm Credit Ad-
ministration; Chief Forester of the Forest
Service; Administrator of the Farmers Home
Administration; the three Special Assistants
to the Becretary of Defense; and of the Gov-
ernors of Alaska, Hawali, the Virgin Islands,
and the Panama Canal shall be at the rate of
$12,500 per annum. Notwithstanding sec-
tion 30 of the act of May 24, 1924, as amended
(U. B. C,, title 5, sec. 152a), the salary of the
Legal Adviser of the Department of State
shall continue to be at the rate of $10,330 per
annum,

“(b) The first sentencé of section 603 of
title 28 of the United States Code (relating
to the salary of the Director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts) is
amended to read as follows:

“*The Director shall recelve a salary of
$12,500 a year,’

“(e) The second sentence of section 603 of
title 28 of the United States Code (relating
to the compensation of the Assistant Director
of the Administrative Office of the United
Btates Courts) 1s amended to read as follows:
‘The Assistant Director shall receive a salary
of $11,000 a year.'

“(d) The rate of compensation of the Leg-
islative Counsel of the House of Representa-
tives and of the Legislative Counsel of the
Benate shall be 12,000 per annum.

“Sec. 5. In any case In which the chairman
or other head of a board or commission and
the other members of such board or commis-
slon receive the same rate of basic compen-
sation under this act, and such chairman or
other head has important dutles or respon-
sibilities not imposed upon other members of
such board or commission, the President is
authorized in his discretion to fix the com-
pensation of such chairman or other head at
the rate of $15,000 per annum.

“Sec. 6. This act shall take effect on the
first day of the first pay period which begins
after the date of enactment of this act.”

Mr. CORBETT (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the further
reading of the substitute be dispensed
with. It is rather lengthy, but I under-
;taéad copies are available at the Clerk’s

esk.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHATRMAN. Would the gentle-
man from Kansas object to the Clerk
reporting the amendments offered by the
chairman of the committee [Mr. MUR-
RAY]?

Mr. REES.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendments offered
by the gentleman from Tennessee,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MURRAY of Ten-
nessee:

Btrike out section 7, beginning on page 12,
line 1, and ending on page 18, line 3,

I have no objection, Mr.
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On page 13, after line 2, insert the follow-
Ing new section:

“Sec, 7. The applicable appropriation for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, shall be
avaliable for payment of compensation at
the rate established for any position by or
pursuant to this act unless it 1s specifically
provided that such appropriation shall not be
available for such purpose.”

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, the first amendment strikes
out section T, and is offered for this rea-
son: It provided for a retroactive in-
crease to July 1, 1948, of the classified
employees of the District of Columbia
and the foreign service, of $330 per an-
num. As the Members know, the Con-
gress has already passed a bill authoriz-
ing retroactive pay of $330 per year for
the employees of the District of Columbia
and the Foreign Service, to July 1, 1948.
So this language is not necessary and
should be stricken out, because it has al-
ready been taken care of by separate leg-
islation.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. 1 yield.

Mr. DONDERO. And that will reduce
the amounts specified in the report from
about $6,000,000 to $1,237,000?

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee,
correct.

The second amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, is simply a clarifying amendment
providing that the appropriations end-
ing June 30, 1950, shall be available for
the payment of this compensation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendments.

The committee amendments
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas is recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, in an ef-
fort to facilitate matters, because of the
short time during which to discuss this
measure, being only 30 minutes on our
side, I have made reprints of my amend-
ment available, also mimeographed
copies of comparative statements with
respect to the changes I propose in this
legislation.

Before beginning a discussion of this
amendment I recall that J. Edgar
Hoover’'s name has been mentioned
several times by other Members during
this discussion. I also hold Mr. Hoover
in the highest regard. In fact, I think
he is one of the greatest men in Govern-
rient today. Sometimes I think he has
not received the support to which he is
entitled, but let me say to you that when
the bill was first submitted, the office of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation was
not included. It was put in the bill,
however, by the committee at a salary
of $15,000. My amendment does not
change that figure. Personally, I agree
he is entitled to higher pay.

Mr. Chairman, as I said at the outset,
I am not objecting to reasonably in-
creasing the salaries of this group of em-
ployees. I call your attention to the fact
that these 240 people are not civil-serv-
ice employees. Very few of them ever
have been; so do not get them confused,
please, with career employees. These
people are appointed to jobs, appointed
by the President, some confirmed by the
Senate and others not.

That is

were
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My amendment does not affect the
salaries of the members of the Cabinet,
although you do increase their salaries
as much as 66 percent in this bill. Now
look at section 2 of the bill. ¥You will
find the Under Secretaries, and there are
many of them who are presently being
paid $10,330 a year. There are about
four exceptions who get $12,000. Under
this bill you pay them $20,000. In other
words, you double their salaries at one
swoop. My amendment attempts to
compromise that figure. It seems to me
that $20,000 for these Under Secretaries
is far out of line.

Section 2 of this bill authorizes the
President to employ assistants to the
President, special counsel to the Presi-
dent, and secretaries to the President.
Ir section 3, you have various assistants
and deputy administrators, several of
them presently receiving $10,000. This
bill would pay them $17,500, an increase
of $7,500 per year. This is an increase of
75 percent.

There is mentioned in this bill an office
that many never heard of before, the
Director of the Administrative Office of
the United States Courts. He now gets
$10,000, under this bill you give him
$17,500. I think $12,500 would be liberal
for that job.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. REES. I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. COX. Ihave examined the sched-
ule prepared by the gentleman and which
has been distributed pretty generally
here in the House. I am wondering if
the gentleman would not be willing to
accept an amendment to his substitute
by striking out the figure $12,500 appear-
ing in line 7 on page 5, and inserting in
lieu thereof $14,000?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired,

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I sask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman repeat his question?

Mr. COX. Would not the gentleman
consider amending his substitute by
striking the figure $12,500 on page 5,
line 7, and inserting in lieu thereof
$14,000? In the category you deal with
there you have members of the Federal
Trade Commission and others holding
very responsible positions and they seem
to be entitled to better treatment than
the gentleman has suggested in the
amendment he has offered.

Mr. REES. I may say to the gentle-
man I realize there are a number of
public officials who are entitled to more
pay than they receive. I appreciate the
gentleman’s views as I respect his opin-
ion with regard to other matters that
come to the floor of the House for con-
sideration. His amendment relates to
members of various commissions. I
thought an increase of $10,000 to $12,500
should under the circumstances, be fair.
These are appointive positions and usual-
ly extend over long periods of time. If
the gentleman will submit his amend-
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ment in due time and the House wants
to approve such increase, I will, of course,
be required to submit to his proposal.

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been
said on the floor of the House about get-
ting better qualified people for these par-
ticular jobs appointed by the President.
I do not believe you will find men of
much different caliber or qualifications
in these positions just because you in-
crease their salaries by 50 percent and
100 percent as you are doing under this
legislation. It will be interesting to ob-
serve, in the event this bill is approved,
whether there are changes in the ap-
pointments in these positions.

Men who serve in public office, which
include Members of Congress, do not
necessarily serve because of the salary
they receive. Of course, they are en-
titled to sufficient salary to carry on, but
they do not expect to make money out
of such service. There are those who
will tell you about certain individuals
here and there who have served the Gov=
ernment faithfully and well and go out
in industry and do better. I agree with
that, but they accepted such positions
because they wanted to serve their Gov-
ernment, and their country; otherwise
they would not have been in Government
at all. For instance, we read in the
newspapers about one man who served
in the President's Cabinet who could
have commanded a much higher salary
on the outside, but he stayed on the job
in devotion to his duty. You cannot pay
salaries to attract people like that to
these jobs. There are many men who
secure appointments not because of their
particular qualifications. Too many are
appointed because of political affiliation
and by reason of service rendered to the
party and contributions made to the par-
ty, rather than because they are par-
ticularly qualified for the jobs. In other
words, political service comes first and
qualifications second. Do not misun-
derstand me. This is not true in all
cases, but in far too many. It would be
interesting if you would take the time
to look the list over and see how many
are included in this bill who are appoint-
ed because of the reasons I have indi-
cated.

I want to call your attention to one
big factor in connection with this bill.
After you have raised the salaries, as
proposed in this bill, you are going to be
confronted with additional bills that will
raise salaries clear across the board and
which will amount to not millions but
to as much as $2,500,000,000.

I make this statement for the reason
that in approving this legislation you
are, as a matter of policy, approving
much higher salaries for thousands of
employees who now receive a $10,000
salary ceiling. As a matter of fact, there
are thousands of faithful career em-
ployees who are just as much and even
more entitled to such increases than
those included in this special legislation
for a selected few you are considering
this afternoon. Again let me repeat
these are not career employees.

Mr. Chairman, much has been said
about the recommendations of the Hoo-
ver Commission. In’this particular case
the Commission did recommend higher
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pay in policy-making positions, but cer-
tainly did not recommend these figures.
But more important, I am sure, it was
the intent of the Commission in making
such recommendations that those em-
ployed would be appointed because of
their particular fitness for the job and
that political affiliation or obligation
would be secondary.

Mr, MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members will
vote this substitute amendment down.
Your Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service gave long deliberation to this bill.
It is a compromise bill. This bill was
introduced at the opening of Congress,
and the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service did not reach a conclusion
on the bill until March. So they had it
under consideration for over 2 months.
We had extensive hearings. We went
into the matter most thoroughly and
carefully, and, as I said, every position
in the bill as originally introduced was
lowered in salary except the salaries of
the members of the Cabinet. We lowered
the salaries of all other positions besides
the Members of the Cabinet as much as
$2,000 to $2,500.

I hope you will stay with the commit-
tee and vote this substitute down, be-
cause the substitute proposed is not jus-
tified by the gentleman from Kansas,
who proposes to cut the salaries of some
of these officials from $17,500 to $12,500.
He makes a reduction of $2,500 in the
salaries of officials getting $20,000, Then
he reduces the salaries of those in the
$18,000 bracket to $15,000, a reduction
of $3,000. Then he reduces the salaries
from $17,500 to $15,000, a reduction of
$2,500. Then he reduced the salaries
of those listed at $16,000 in this com-
promise bill to $12,600. Then he reduces
the salaries of those listed at $15,000 to
$12,500.

I know that the Members present here
have not had the time, the opportunity,
or the privilege to study this matter as
the members of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service have. We have
worked long on this. We have brought
out a good bill. It is a fair compromise.
It is not exactly what the President asked
for. We reduced the amounts in some
cases. But I do say this, this is a non-
partisan measure; it is a bipartisan meas-
ure, and the salaries proposed are in line
with the salaries of a bill introduced by
the Republicans over in the other body
at the Eightieth Congress. So it is not
in any way a partisan matter, and I
appeal to the Members to vote down this
substitute.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. The argument
advanced by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, I trust, will commend itself to
the Members of the House. The Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
has given this matter very serious con-
slderation. The bill before us now is a
compromise bill, reducing, outside of the
members of the Cabinet, the amounts

Chairman,
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recommended and sought for by the
President. Now, if the substitute is de-
feated, then, on particular positions—
such as the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation—an amendment
can be offered to the committee amend-
ment which will be pending before the
House, and the few inequities that might
exist in the minds of some Members can
be clarified through such an amendment
offered from the floor. I join with the
chairman of the committee in expressing
the hope and urging that the substitute
offered in good faith, as it always is by
the gentleman from Kansas, will be re-
jected.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? ;

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LYLE. I am impressed with the
fact that this is not a salary-increase
bill. I think, for the first time in the
history of this country, your committee

has studied the jobs affected and the:

work that they do and the responsibili-
ties, and have set such salaries commen-
surate, so much as they could, with the
work and not with the personalities in-
volved. As I understand, it is not a sal-
ary increase for the people concerned
that is involved, it is a reclassification
of the positions, with the salaries being
changed so as to be more nearly in ac-
cord with the responsibilities of those
positions.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. COX. I have no quarrel with the
position taken by the gentleman from
Kansas, but I do wish to make this ob-
servation. The gentleman will be able
to get the same consideration on the
committee bill that he could get if his
substitute were adopted. In other
words, I cannot see the importance of
the adoption of the gentleman's substi-
tute in order to get consideration for
the changes he desires.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been
said about timing in this bill and a great
deal has been said about compromises.
The bill as it now stands is a compro-
mise. The original bill as introduced by
me called for salaries of $17,500 for those
positions which are fixed in the bill at
$15,000. In the spirit of compromise in
the committee, I accepted that. We
fought that all out, and I thought that
we were through.

May I read what Mr. Hoover had to
say in connection with the original Flan-
ders bill, from which the original bill,
H. R. 1639, was taken. Appearing be-
fore the Flanders committee he said in
part:

I have seen the question raised that this
means a vast increase in the expenditures
of the Government and the advocacy of such
& measure on the part of such a commission
as the Commission on Reorganization is a
contradiction of its purpose—reduction of
expenditures.

I yield
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As the Commission has recommended it,
it somewhat conflicts with the idea of reduc-
ing expenses; but, as a matter of fact, there
is no greater economy in the Government
than the attraction of greater ability and
greater skill.

That is what this proposes. Let me
reiterate what I have said before. The
Hoover Commission has recommended in
Appendix A of the Task Force Report
that grades CAF-15 and P-8 be set at
$15,000. Those are merit service jobs.
These are the civil-service jobs. It is
sald the level should be raised to $15,000,
and this bill places the assistant secre-
taries, who will supervise these high-
ranking Government officials, at the
same level that that it is proposed to pay
them, I submit it is not good business,
if we are going to carry out the Hoover
Commission report, to pay civil-service.
employees $15,000 a year, and pay the
executives who will administer and di-
rect those people, $14,000 a year, or $12,-
500 a year. Verily, I say to you this is
penny-wise and pound-foolish. We have
hard this argument about the salaries of
Members of Congress, and that they
should not be paid more than that. Let.
us be factual, Our salaries are $16,500 a
year. We pay ourselves $12,500, and we
take $2,500 in nonfaxable expenses. If
you figure it out, it comes very close to
$16,500 a year. So we would be paying
the servant more than the master. But
if that argument holds good, and you
adopt the Rees amendment, then you
are falling in the position of paying the
employee, the servant, more than the
master,

In respect to timing, may I say I quoted
that from Appendix A of the Hoover
Commission Report, the very first one
to be filed. I feel that the schedule of
bringing this bill out, a bill which will
give us the proper type and encourage
the proper type of Federal employee to
administer the affairs of Government, is
in good keeping and in consonance with
the best thought and recommendation of
the commission for which we appropri-
ated $2,000,000.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida.
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rocers of
Florida: On page 8, line 19, after the word
“Administrator”, insert “Director, Federal
Bureau of Investigation."

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr., Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to speak
for five additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the consideration of this bill at
this particular time disturbs me some-
what. There is always a time for
everything. The Good Book says there
is a time to mourn and a time to re-
joice. There is a time to laugh and a
time to cry. There is a time to do this
and a time to do that., But I want to
say to the membership of the House
I doubt seriously whether in our Na-
tion’s financial and economic condition
at the present time we ought to increase
the expenses of Government. I want

Mr. Chair-



9164

you to consider yourselves as directors
of a great corporation. You are direc-
tors of a great corporation. You repre-
sent the stockholders of this great Gov-
ernment of ours. You have the duty of
taking care of the interests of the people
and of taking care of the Government.
I appeal to your business sense and
judgment. If you were called together
to a meeting to pass on the policy of a
corporation in which you were directly
interested and where your money was
being expended, and if there was facing
you a deficit of $1,867,000,000, and an
indebtedness of $252,000,000,000, if your
corporation faced the possibility of going
into the red more than $5,000,000,000 for
the next fiscal year, what would you do?
Would you increase the salaries of the
employees of that corporation? Would
you do it? That is what we are doing.
We are here as representatives of the
people of the respective States who are
stockholders in this great Government
of ours. We are here expending their
money. We are asking them, in face of
the facts which I have related to you, to
increase the salaries of the heads and
assistant heads of executive departments
and independent agencies of this Gov-
ernment. Is it fair to them? Is it
right? Do we know where we are going?

When the President sent his letter to
the committee on January 6, 1949, the
picture was a great deal different than
what it is now. It looked like we had
to deal with the problem of inflation.
But since that time where have we gone?
The members of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers do not know where we
are going. Mr. Nourse says we are in
a state of disinflation. Orie of the other
members says he does not know where
we are. But we do know we are in a
period of declining prices and business
and in a period of increasing unemploy-
ment, which you may call recession, dis-
inflation, or deflation.

I appeal to the common sense of your
best judgment as to whether or not this
is the proper time for us to consider in-
creasing the expenses of Government by
increasing the rates of compensation as
provided in H. R. 1689. I say to you we
should put this off until we find where we
are. There is an economic storm brew-
ing. I think it is unsafe for us to go on
a spending spree now, not knowing where
we are going. -

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I under-
stood the gentleman to offer an amend-
ment. I understood that your amend-
ment would give the Director of the FBL
an increase to $17,500.

Mr, ROGERS of Florida. Yes.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee., Let me
ask the gentleman this question. If we
agree to amend the bill in accordance
with the gentleman's amendment, will
he then support the bill?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. This is the
only increase in salary that appeals to
me, this increase to J. Edgar Hoover. 1
do not think we should go overboard and
ask this Congress to increase salaries
$1,237,000 at this particular time.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. ROGERS of-Florida. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. If we
agree to your amendment and the
amendment is adopted, will the gentle-
man then support the bill?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I say to the
gentleman that this is no time for us
to launch into the expenditure of money
for this program. It is not the time,
because we do not know whether we are
going into a depression or a recession or
what not. Every man included in this
bill, when he took his job, knew what he
was going to get at the time he took the
job. You cannot increase salaries dur-
ing your term of office. Now, why not
let this roll along for the time being, and
then later on, in 1950, we will know pos-
sibly where we are going. We are float-
ing somewhere. We all talk “economy,
economy,” but we do not practice it in
a single way, in a single piece of legisla-
tion that this House has enacted. This
legislation should be postponed.

However, should this hill pass, I think
it should be amended to increase the
compensation of J. Edgar Hoover. I am
certain you will concur, if you will refer
to page 64 of the report on H. R. 1689
and read the responsibilities of the Di-
rector, Federal Bureau of Investigation.
We raised the salaries from anywhere
from $5,000 to $10,000 at one swoop, at
one stroke; yet here is a man looking
after the national security—he looks
after your security—who has been
meagerly paid all the time he has been
Director of the Bureau of Investigation.
The thought struck me as having merit,
that his salary should be increased. I
therefore prepared an amendment
transferring the Director of the Bureau
of Investigation from page 10 to page
8, where I place him in a class with the
Public Printer. The Public Printer will
get $17,500; the Librarian of Congress
will get $17,500; and I feel sure that
the Members of the House believe that
J. Edgar Hoover should get $17,500, Let
me say to you that while he is no special
friend of mine I do know him and know

that he has done a splendid job for the.

people. If this bill is to be passed I think
he should be placed in the class of those
receiving $17,500. The adoption of my
amendment would be a vote of confi-
dence in J. Edgar Hoover and the
splendid work he is doing for our Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

Mr., MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. 5 g

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida; in fact, I think it
is praiseworthy. We have no more
faithful or more valuable public servant
in America today than the present in-
cumbent of the office of Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, J.
Edgar Hoover.

The reason this office was not in-
cluded in the original bill was because
he was not an appointee of the Presi-
dent, Mr. Hoover is appointed by the
Attorney General, not by the President.
For that reason that office was not in-
cluded; the bill, in its original form, did
not include any official not appointed by
the President.
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I am disposed to accept the amend-
ment, and I hope the gentleman from
Florida will then vote for the bill.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment of the gentleman from
Florida because my examination of the
bill and the committee report reveals
certain inequalities that are perfectly
obvious to everyone. In fact, I have an
identical amendment on the Clerk’s desk.
The Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service has made the proposed salary
adjustments on the basis of duties and
responsibilities, but in my estimation
they have missed the boat in evaluating
the position of the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation.

Let me make a concrete comparison,
and I have assembled the necessary data
from the committee report on this bill,
Mr. Tighe Woods is the Housing Expe-
diter. He has the responsibility of ad-
ministering the Rent Control Act. J.
Edgar Hoover is the Director of the
FBI—the organization that so ably pro-
tected our domestic security during the
last war. Mr. Woods’ present salary is
$12,000 per year, while Mr. Hoover’s is
$14,000 annually. Under the proposed
bill Mr. Woods will receive a salary of
$15,000, an annual increase of $3,000,
while the head of the FBI will receive
only a $1,000 boost, making his salary the
same as Mr. Woods’.

According to the committee report Mr.
Woods, as Housing Expediter, will super-
vise 4,836 employees and manage a budg-
et of $22,972,000 during fiscal year 1949.
In contrast, J. Edgar Hoover, as head of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, in
the same period supervises 9,664 employ-
ees and manages a department budget of
$47,461,800. This comparison, using fig-
ures from the committee reports, shows
that Mr. Hoover has approximately
twice as many c¢mployees in his depart-
ment and handles over twice as much
money during a 12-month period, yet
the committee recommends the same
salary for both department heads. It
does not make sense and if the commit-
tee has been as illogical in other specific
cases I believe the bill should be returned
to the committee for further study. In
passing, I might add that the duties and
responsibilities of Mr. Hoover, leaving
aside the number of employees and ex-
penditures, seem to be infinitely more
important than those performed by the
Housing Expediter.

Let me make another comparison.
The Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency holds a position in many ways
comparable to the head of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation. Under the pro-
posed bill the present salary of the Di-
rector of the Central Intelligence Agency
is $17,500 annually, an increase of $3,500
from the present salary. Since Mr.
Hoover's work is equally important I
firmly believe his salary should be identi-
cal. This amendment will accomplish
that result.
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The question of domestic security is of
vital importance. We need the best per-
sonnel obtainable to insure the protec-
tion of our citizens. Mr. Hoover's record
for the past 25 years is unassailable. The
monetary reward proposed by my
amendment, after long years of faithful
and devoted service, is small compensa-
tion for his invaluable contribution.

Mr. CORBETT. . Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to call attention to the Rees substitute
amendment. This amendment provides
for liberal salary increases; it provides
for inereasing the salaries of Cabinet
members to $25,000; it provides generous
increases for all of the 244 individuals
covered by this bill.

QOver all, Mr. Chairman, the Rees sub-
stitute would provide $700,000 a year in
annual increases. We should therefore
divorce from our minds the thought
that this is a bill which does not increase
salaries, for there are $700,000 worth of
increases in the Rees substitute bill. As
was pointed out during general debate,
it is always easy to increase salaries; it
is almost impossible to decrease them.
As the gentleman from Florida, who
preceded me, stated, this country is
demanding economy from this Congress.
In the days just ahead we are going to
have an increasing avalanche of mail
and public insistence that we eut the cost
of Governmnent. But here it is proposed
that we grant increases up to 100 per-
cent, according to the original bill. I say
now, as I did before, there is no sharp
controversy as to whether or not there
should be increases but there is contro-
versy as to what is a reasonable increase.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to urge the
committee to support the Rees substitute,
support it as a generous salary increase
for executive officials, support it as a
step toward improving the efficiency of
the Government. And because the Rees
substitute is justified is no reason why
you should continue these increases up
and up. You can accept the argument
that a salary increase is in order but that
does not mean that you have to jump
some individuals $10,000 a year,

With the economic condition of the
country as it is today, it would be, in my
opinion, a very bad thing for us individ-
ually to send word out to the country,
to the growing ranks of unemployed, that
we upped the salaries of Government
officials as much as $10,000 a year.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Rees amend-
ment will be accepted. In years to come
if we find it necessary and desirable we
can provide further increases.

The . The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has
expired.

. Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on the substitute amendment
offered by the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Rees], and all amendments thereto,
close in 20 minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman will
not extend that. There are a great
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many Members on their feet. The Rees
substitute is the most orderly amendment
that has been offered.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. This
will not close time on amendments to the
committee bill itself, just on the sub-
stitute.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I recog-
nize that is true, but the gentleman from
Kansas has worked out an orderly and
systematic approach to amending the
bill. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I move that all debate on the
substitute amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close in 30 minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure that every good American in and
out of Congress recognizes and appreci-
ates the great job that J. Edgar Hoover
has done ‘n peacetime and in wartime,
and every day and many nights. For
that reason I certainly feel, as do many
Members of this House, and I am sure
I bespeak the feelings of the overwhelm-
ing majority of the American people, that
the salary of J. Edgar Hoover should be
commensurate with the great responsi-
bility and the great risk and the wonder-
ful job he has done. I would like to ask
the gentleman from Kansas if he will not
accept an amendment to his substitute
providing that the Chief of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation be raised to
$17,500.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I will say
to the gentleman that if he will offer
an amendment increasing the salary of
the Chief of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation to $17,500, there will be no
objection to it. It was not included in
this substitute because the original bill
provided only $15,000, and I was trying
to keep in line with that bill. So, if the
gentleman will offer such an amendment
I will accept it, so far as being the author
of the substitute is concerned.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
which I have just suggested be considered
as a part of the Rees substitute and be
adopted.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.
Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.

Chairman, was not the amendment offer-
ed by the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Roegers], which, in effect, increased the
salary of the FBI director to $17,5600 an
amendment to the original committee
amendment, or was it an amendment to
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Kansas?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida offered his amendment as
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. And that
has been adopted and is a part of the
committee amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
has not been voted upon. No amendment
has been voted upon. There is pending
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before the committee the commitiee
amendment and a substitute, and the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida. Does the gentleman from
ITowa desire to offer his amendment now?

Mr. JENSEN. I offer this amendment
to the Rees substitute to increase the
salary of the Chief of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation to $17.500.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
reduce his amendment to writing and
send it to the desk?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Woulgd it
be in order to propound a unanimous-
consent request that both the committee
amendment and the Rees substitute be
modified to place the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation in the
class receiving $17,500, in accord with
both of the amendments that have been
proposed?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
may submit such a unanimous-consent
request, but the Chair would like to sug-
gest that in the opinion of the Chair it
would be better parliamentary procedure
to submit the amendment in writing.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. This was
simply a unanimous-consent request that
both the committee amendment and the
Rees substitute be modified to place the
Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation in the $17,500 category.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Dakota?

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. ST. GEORGE].

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Rees substitute
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it has been well said
on the floor of this House today that in
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service there is little partisanship, and
that is true. That is a good thing.

There is also a spirit of compromise. I
feel that this amendment is offered in
a spirit of compromise. Some of us are
alarmed at the trend toward greater ex-
pense at this time in our country’s finan-
ces. I am one of them. I have grave
misgivings as to how this kind of legis-
lation is going to strike many of the
people back home who have been wait-
ing impatiently and longingly for some
economy.

This amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas does cut the amount
down a little bit. Of course, the total
amount is negligible when we are think-
ing in terms of hillions, but we have to
make a start somewhere. Personally I
would prefer not to see the Under Secre-
taries or the Assistant Secretaries paid
more than the Members of Congress of
the United States. However, if this is the
hest compromise that can be made, and
I am sure the distinguished gentleman
from Kansas has explored every possi-
bility, I hope the House will vote for this
substitute amendment.

Mr.

I object,



9166

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. PrILLIPS].

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I shall vote for the Rees
amendment. I think the amendments
increasing the Director of the FBI,
offered by the gentleman from Florida
and the gentleman from Iowa, respec-
tively, are good, but I rise to ask a ques-
tion of my colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER], or of any mem-
ber of the committee. Rather than have
my time run out before the question is
answered, I want to say that upon this
question I base my reason for offering a
motion to recommit, if the committee it-
self does not offer one. The gentleman
who spoke for the committee said this
had been carefully considered, and that
the gradations between salaries in the bill
had been carefully considered. I want to
find out, and I think the House is en-
titled to know, Mr. Chairman, why an
Under Secretary of, shall we say, the De-
partment of Commerce, is entitled to
more money than the Administrator of
the Veterans’ Administration, or is en-
titled to more than the head of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation, which
is one of the largest financial institu-
tions in the world; or is entitled to more
money than the chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, who is recognized
as holding one of the most difficult,
strenuous, and responsible jobs in the
Federal Government. What is there
about the under secretaryship of the
Department of Commerce, or the De-
partment of Agriculture, or the Depart-
ment of Labor, or any other department,
which is worth $4,000 a year more than
the chairmanship of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation?

Since the committee is on record as
saying that was carefully considered, I
feel we should have the answer. Again
I say, Mr. Chairman, this is the reason, if
the committee does not offer a motion to
recommit, I shall offer a motion to re-
commit in order to reconcile these
salaries.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Price].

Mr, PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to
speak briefly on the pending measure,
H. R. 1689, increasing rates of compensa-
tion of the heads and assistant heads of
executive departments and independent
agencies.

In the committee report it is stated
that “failure to take action on this
measure on the grounds that the annual
appropriation of a little more than a
million dollars is too exorbitant will be
‘penny-wise and pound-foolish’.” I en-
dorse this statement wholeheartedly.

As a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I have had the opportunity
to observe the varied activities of the
largest component in our Government,
which itself is the largest single enter-
prise in the world, the National Military
Establishment. The National Military
Establishment is presently the employer
of over 2,500,000 military and civilian
employees and will have an annual ex-
penditure estimated at $13,800,000,000 for
the current fiscal year. The Navy, by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

itself, represents capital investments, ex-
penditures, personnel, plants, and opera-
tions almost three times the size of the
United States Steel Corp. To run such
a huge establishment we now pay 20 top
officials a total of $230,000 a year—an
average salary of $11,500, Compared to
salaries paid to officials in even the
smaller corporations in private business,
this is a ridiculously low average.

If we really want to effect economies
in the operation of the Government, it is
apparent that one of the best opportu-
nities would be in the Military Estab-
lishment. Such economy, however, is
not going to come about automatically—
it is going to have to be done by hard
work on the part of competent people.
Until compensation commensurate with
responsibilities involved can be offered,
it is most difficult to obtain and retain
competent officials who can put into
effect the sort of constructive recom-
mendations for economy made by the
Commission on Organization of the Ex-
ecutive Branch of the Government. If
we are going to expect real economies
now being discussed incident to the con-
sideration of the measure to amend the
National Security Act of 1947, we must
provide the Military Establishment the
means for doing a top-flight manage-
ment job.

Due to my familiarity with the Military
Establishment, I have emphasized this
phase of the problem, but I am sure the
same is true in all Government agencies.
Again I want to stress that this measure
is really an economy measure that should
return many, many times its cost in in-
creased efficiency and economy through
intelligent, competent management of
our complex Government structure,

I support this measure as a means
whereby the President will have better
opportunities to secure the competent
officials required to run the many impor-
tant functions of our Government.

In these days of cold wars, we are all
very much aware of the work being
done by the National Military Estab-
lishment in supporting the domestic and
foreign policies of our Government. The
Berlin airlift is probably the best known
example of this support.

Let us reflect a moment on the situa-
tion with which the President is now
faced in securing competent officials to
run this establishment—officials who
every day must make decisions and take
actions that will directly affect the lives
of those present and of our children and
of our children’s children for years and
years to come. Officials on whose judg-
ment we must depend to a large extent
to keep us out of war by providing the
means whereby there can be no doubt in
the minds of possible aggressor nations
that we have the ability to defend our-
selves.

The Secretary of Defense who is the
person primarily responsible for all mat-
ters relating to the security of this Na-
tion, on whose shoulders falls the tre-
mendous burden of operating the Mili-
tary Establishment of over 2,500,000
military and civilian employees, whose
every action and every decision might
well mean the difference between life
and death for our sons and grandsons—
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yes, and for us, too, since in any future
war there will be no lines of battle and
the civilian population will be in the hat-
tle area, too—for this tremendously im-
portant position we pay $15,000 a year.

The Secretaries of the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force with responsibility for
running establishments many times
larger than our biggest corporations also
receive only $15,000 a year. The man re-
sponsible for managing the financial af-
fairs—involving approximately $14,000,-
000,000 for the current year—of the
National Military Establishment receives
only $10,000 a year. Other officials with
similar responsibilities receive similar
small salaries.

I, for one, say that we should pass this
measure without hesitation. If the ad-
ditional expenditure of a little over a mil-
lion dollars a year will assist in any way
in assuring that the best possible men
are obtained in these positions of respon-
sibility so fateful for all of us, we would
indeed be derelict in our duty if we de-
nied this possibility.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the balance of my time may
be granted to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois? :

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
about 2 years ago we formed what is
known as the Hoover Commission. They
appointed a Personnel Policy Committee
to consider this question of govern-
mental salaries in ‘the executive
branches. Among the people who were
on that Personnel Committee were men
like Mr. John Stevenson, president of
the Penn Mutual Life Insurance Co.;
Mr. Lawrence Apley, former vice presi-
dent of Montgomery Ward; Senator
Harry Byrd, of Virginia; Franklin
D’Olier, former president of the Pru-
dential Life Insurance Co. of America;
Robert Ramspeck, a former Member of
Congress, and chairman of the House
Committee on Civil Service; A. W. Rob-
ertson, chairman of the board of West-
ern Electric Co.; and various other fa-
mous men from industry, science, and
the professions.

They made a complete tasks report
study of the salaries and personnel con-
ditions of the men in key positions in
the executive branch. Now, what did
they say, among other things, along this
line, and it is in support of the commit-
tee bill that I am speaking.

They said:

The fallure to lift the salary ceiling for
top Federal positions has created serious in-
equities and forced many career officials to
leave the service.

They said further:

The gravity of this problem is demon-
strated by the fact that an income of $10,-
000 is the equivalent of less than $5,200 in
1939, after allowing for increased income tax.
The result has been made repeatedly clear
by the stream of resignations from top posi-
tions in the past 3 years and by the problem
of attracting well-qualified individuals into
positions in the top-pay brackets, One study
of the earnings increase secured by 170 in-
dividuals who left the Government in the
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year 1945 revealed the average Increase ob-
tained over their Government pay was 92
percent.

President Truman gave special atten-
tion to this problem in his address at
Princeton in June 1947 when he said,
and I quote:

Salary limitations prevent the Government,
in many instances, from securing the kind of
executives required to maintain its vital ac-
tivities,

I want to point out that the business
of the Government of the United States
is the biggest business in the world. We
are entitled to have men at the head of
these different departments handling
over 2,001,000 personnel and millions and
millions of dollars who know what it is
all about and who are men of caliber to
do the job and do it well. No one con-
tends that the Government can pay the
same rate as industry pays, but at least
we should establish such salaries so that
we can retain good men in the jobs. The
record shows that they are leaving at the
rate of 170 key positions in 1 year.

Mr. RAYBURN., Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. RAYBURN. Does it not seem to
to the gentleman from California, as a
legislator, that the orderly way to pro-
ceed here is to take up the committee
amendment and perfect that committee
amendment after voting down the sub-
stitute?

Few Members have had an opportunity
to examine the substitute. They do not
know whether it is fair or not. If we
vote down the substitute, then anyone
who wishes fto offer an amendment fo
the committee bill may offer it, and we
can proceed, as it appears to me, in a
much more orderly fashion and do the
thing that ought to be done. The Presi-
dent of the United States has never ve-
toed any increase in salary for Members
of Congress, any increase in clerk hire,
or anything of the kind. Do you not
think we are doing little enough for him
when some of us know the distress he is
in, trying to keep the good men that he
has to carry on this reorganization work
in the Government departments? Do
you not think we should give him prac-
tically what he asks, in order that he
can conduct his office in an orderly fash-
ion and do the job that we expect him
to do?

Mr. HOLTFIELD. I certainly agree
with the honorable Speaker in every-
thing he has had to say. I hope this
committee will vote down the Rees
amendment and then we can proceed to
make such perfections in the committee
bill as are necessary.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Hori-
FIELp] has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. CasEl.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, the frankest statement about
this bill that I have heard made today
was the statement made by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. MULTER],
The gentleman from New York called
attention to the fact that there is a bill
pending before this same committee to
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give another increase in salary to Mem-
bers of Congress. Then the gentleman
said:

The pending bill is a step in the right
direction.

And in that connection said that con-
sideration had been promised for the
pay-raise bill for Members of Congress.

My people may be a little different
than people in other parts of the coun-
try. I do not know. But if there Is
one theme that is running through the
correspondence I am getting today it is
that we must stop the spiraling cost of
Government. The actual dollars in this
bili are not large, but if this bill is fo be
the forerunner of another salary increase
for Members of Congress, then your
hands gre going to be stayed against
voting for other increases here and there
all along the line. There is nothing, in
my judgment, that would cause greater
revulsion against the Congress as an in-
stitution today, and against individual
Members thereof, than to pass another
pay increase for the Members of Con-
gress.

The Rees substitute is an orderly sub-
stitute for the pending bill. It recog-
nizes the need for a modern pay sched-
ule in the executive branch and in the
independent agencies of the Govern-
ment, but it does not make the excessive
jumps proposed in the committee bill.
Most of the $10,000 people step up to
$12,500. Most of those who receive
eleven or twelve thousand step up to
fifteen thousand. Those at fifteen or
sixteen thousand go up to seventeen
thousand five hundred or eighteen thou-
sand. But the Rees substitute does not
make the 50-, 60-, and 80-percent in-
creases which characterize the commit-
tee's proposals.

The gentleman from Kansas has of-
fered an orderly, systematic substitute,
and I hope you will support it.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. VURSELL].

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
been looking over the figures as quickly
as I could with reference to the reduc-
tion of certain salaries, as covered by the
Rees substitute. If I read the figures
correctly, the Under Secretary of the
Department of Labor, under the Rees
substitute, would receive an increase
from $10,330 to $17,500. The Under Sec-
retary of the Department of Commerce
would receive an increase from $10,000 to
$17,500, and so on. These are large in-
creases, but not nearly so large as the
committee bill provides.

We will set a bad precedent if we pass
this increase salary bill. If some increase
is necessary it would seem to me that we
are making substantial increases if we
adopt the Rees amendment. I find that
everyone throughout the country is ask-
ing the Congress to economize; the Con-
gress Is saying they cannot economize,
but they are going to try to persuade or
insist upon, or compel the President to
cut the cost of government; and the Pres-
ident, very justly, comes back and says
that that is largely the responsibility of

‘the Congress. This is a small cmount to
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add to the cost of government, but it sets
a precedent that will start leaks in the
dike against the pressure for higher sal-
aries all along the line. It would seem to
me that we ought to curb it at least to
the extent of holding it down to the Rees
amendment.

The facts are no increases of salaries
should be considered at this time. We
cannot reduce the cost of government if
we continue to raise salaries. It is unfair
to the overburdened taxpayers who will
have to pay the bill. The financial con-
dition of the Nation and the general bus-
iness conditions of the country do not
justify these enormous raises in salaries
to those in government who already en-
joy the highest salaries in government.
We should be reducing the cost of gov-
ernment, rather than increasing as this
bill will do.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Wirriams] is recognized.

Mr. . Mr, Chairman, I lis-
tened with much interest to my dis-
tinguished Chairman a few minutes ago
as he discussed the Rees amendment and
compared it with the bill. I know that
he did not intend to, but I am afraid
he left the impression that the Rees
amendment is a salary-cutting amend-
ment. It does not cut the salary of a
single one of these executives; it in-
creases substantially the salaries of every
one of them.

Let us look at this thing just a minute
and see which one provides the reason-
able increase in salary. For instance,
the Assistant Comptroller General pres-
ently drawing $10,330 a year is given
$18,000 under the Committee bill, an
increase of approximately 80 percent.
Under the Rees substitute he is given
an increase of approximately $5,000,
bringing his salary up to $15,000, or an
increase ol approximately 50 percent. Is
a b50-percent increase a reasonable in-
crease? In my opinion that is the way
to increase salaries, increase them reas-
onably.

There is one case of a man presently
drawing $9,700 who is increased by the
bill to $15,000; the Rees amendment cuts
him back to $11,000. That gives him a
nice increase, from $9,700 to $11,000,
which would appear to me to be more
reasonable than to give him an increase
to $15,000.

. Frankly, I do not see anything to the
recommendations of the committee, and
I so expressed myself in the committee,
except to call the bill as presented a
bureaucratic joyride at the taxpayers’
expense. I hope the Rees amendment
will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY].

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Mississippi and the gen-
tleman from Kansas argue that you can
help a man drowning some 20 feet off-
shore more by throwing him a rope 15
feet long rather than by throwing one
10 feet long. I should like to make one
or two observations: First of all, that
there is no increase proposed in this bill
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which is too high; there may be some
salaries proposed which are too low, some
which should be brought up.

We propose to pay the members of
the Cabinet $25,000 a year. General Mo-
tors Corp. in 1946 had 10 vice presidents—
one might call it the cabinet of General
Motors—and, according to statistics
available to the Legislative Reference
Service, one vice president, the highest
paid, received $113,775, and the lowest
of the 10 vice presidents of General Mo-
tors received $73,100. The “cabinet” of
the Montgomery Ward Corp. consisted
of nine members. The highest paid re-
ceived $101,700 and the lowest about
$35,000 per year. We propose to pay
$25,000 to members of the Cabinet of the
United States. The comptroller of the
Standard Oil Co. received $40,000 a year.
We propose to pay the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States of America
$20,000. The president of the General
Motors Acceptance Torp., the credit de-
partment of General Motors, received
$71,500 a year. We propose to pay the
Chairman of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation $16,000 a year. Is that too
much? The general counsel of General
Motors received $101,000, according to
this report. The Attorney General, ac-
cording to our proposal, would get $25,000
a year.

I would like to remird some of the
men who have spoken here and who are
horrified at an increase of $5,000 to
$10,000 per year in salary that the effect
of the income-tax reduction which they
voted last year increased many take-
home salaries $40,000 to $50,000, and
more. This was the salary increase en-
gineered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota, whose memory is perpetuated in his
absence by the picture on the wall of
this Chamber. P

I ask the membership to vote down the
Rees amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Rocers]l.to the
committee amendment.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Is the
vote on an amendment to the committee
amendment? I thought we were con-
sidering the substitute and amendments
thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
state the parliamentary situation.
There is pending before the Committee
an amendment by the committee. There
is pending a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Kansas thereto.
There is also pending an amendment to
the committee amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida.

The parliamentary rules require that
amendments to the committee amend-
ment be voted upon first, then amend-
ments to the substitute be voted upon.
After both are perfected, then the sub-
stitute amendment will be voted upon.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr.
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Mr. McCORMACK. The parliamen-
tary inquiry is whether or not the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Florida is
the one that relates to J. Edgar Hoover?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair so
understands.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Rogers
amendment be reread.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the Rogers amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Rocers] to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JENSEN.

On page 2, line 5, of the Rees substitute,
before the perlod insert: “and the compensa-
tion of the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation shall be $17,500."

On page 3, line 3, strike out “the Director
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. JENsEN] to the sub-
stitute amendment,

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. JENSEN) there
were—ayes 92, noes 89.

So, the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. REes].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. REEs) there
were—ayes 86, noes 106.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. REes and
Mr. MurraY of Tennessee.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
109, noes 152.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr, HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the committee
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HINsHAW to the
committee amendment: On page 10, line 22,

after “Naturalization”, insert “Administrator
of Civil Aeronautics.”

Mr. HINSHAW. My, Chairman, in
searching this bill to find whether or not
all of the Presidential appointees were
included, I could not find anywhere in-
clusion of the Administrator of Civil
Aeronautics. This officer is an appointee
of the President of the United States sub-
ject to Senate confirmation and operates
a very important agency of the Govern-
ment now under the direction of the Sec-
retary of Commerce pursuant to a reor-
ganization plan of some years ago, I be-
lieve 1940.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, will the g:ntleman yield?

Mr, HINSHAW. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. The
committee has no objection to the
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amendment offered by the gentleman
from California.

Mr, HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman, and . I am glad
that he will not oppose the amendment.
The Civil Aeronautics Administrator has
under his direction mor - than 17,000 per-
sons and an annual budget of about $100,-
000,000. The Administrator is surely en-
titled to receive a salary of at least
$15,000 per year.

The CHAIRMAN. Th= question is on
the amendment to the committee amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VAN Zanpr to
the committee amendment: On line 25, page
10, after the words “Commissioner of Cus-
toms” insert “Commissioner of Narcotics.”

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, the
Commissioner of Narcotics heads the
Bureau of Narcotics of the Treasury De-
partment and is responsible for the ad-
ministration and enforcement of the
Federal narcotic laws. He is also the
United States representative, without
compensation, to the Commission on
Narcotic Drugs of the United Nations
and actively participates in the drafting
and implementation of the various con-
ventions limiting the international traf-
fic in narcotic drugs to medical and
scientific uses.

Under existing law and pursuant to
the treaty obligations he closely super-
vises the importation, exportation, and
domestic distribution of narcotic drugs
by over 200,000 doctors, pharmacists,
manufacturers and wholesale dealers, to
the end that these dangerous drugs shall
be available only for medical and scien-
tific needs and not for the perpetuation
of drug addiction,

The Bureau of Narcotics is recognized
as one of the outstanding law enforce-
ment agencies of the Government, as is
demonstrated by the fact that while it
has in its employ only 2 percent of the
Federal law enforcement agents, it is re-
sponsible for the conviction and confine-
ment of 9 percent of the present Federal
prison population.

The position requires unique qualifica-
tions in view of the great measure of re-
sponsibility involved in the problems of
vigorous enforcement of the narcotic
laws and discharge of the international
obligations under the several narcotic
conventions. The salary of the position
should be commensurate with this large
responsibility.

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I yield.

Mr. CANFIELD, As a member of the
Subcommittee on Appropriations for the
Treasury Department and one who has
listened to Dr. Anslinger for the last 4
years, I hope the gentleman’s amendment
is adopted. He is not only one of Amer-
ica’s great administrators but one of the
finest administrators in the world.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I yield.

Mr,
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Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. The
committee will not oppose the gentle~
man's amendment. We have no objec-
tion to it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. Iam glad the gentleman
told us what the salary is. We did not
know about the other one when we voted
on it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Van Zanprl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on the committee emendment
and all amendments thereto close in 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

Mr. SCRIVNER and Mr. COOLEY ob-
jected.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr,
Chairman, I move that all debate on the
committee amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close in 10 minutes.

Mr. LeCO Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry. Does that mean
all debate on the entire hill?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under-
stood the gentleman from Tennessee to
move that all debate close in 10 minutes
on the committee amendment and all
amendments thereto.

Mr. TACKETT. Mr Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, TACKETT. How many amend-
ments are there on the Clerk's desk now?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ad-
vised there are four amendments on the
Clerk’s desk.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
modify my motion to make the debate
close in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I have an amend-
ment which I desire to offer. Is it in
order to offer that amendment at the
nresent time?

The CHAIRMAN. There is pending
before the Committee a unanimous-con-
sent request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee to revise his motion; that all de-
bate on the amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close in 20 minutes. Is
there objection?

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
reserved the right to object to propound
a parliamentary inquiry as to whether or
not it is in order for me to offer an
amendment on page 2 at this time.

e CHAIRMAN. The motion of the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mur-
ray] must be disposed of first, and then
it will be in order for the gentleman from
North Carolina to offer his amendment.

Without objection, the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mur-
RAY] to amend his motion will be
granted.

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Murray] that all
debatec on the committee amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 20
minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Chairman, &
parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. LECOMPTE. How much time
does that allow each one, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Approximately one
and one-third minutes.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection,

Mr. GREEN. Mr., Chairman, I would
like to speak briefly in behalf of the
measure, H. R, 1689, which is now before
the House for consideration. This mea-
sure is intended to raise the compensa-
tion of ihe heads and assistant heads of
the executive departments and independ-
ent agencies of the Federal Government
to levels which, in the opinion of the
committee, are in keeping with the duties
and responsibilities borne by these offi-
cials.

I believe that the House, after consid-
ering this measure, will agree that the
proposed salary increases are fully justi-
fied, in view of the grave responsible du-
ties borne by the executive heads of the
departments and agencies involved. In
many cases, it will be the first major ad-
justment of salaries for these key offi-
cials since 1925, for, as the committee’s
report states, there has been no con-
gressional revision of the salaries of most
of these executive heads since that time,
although recognition has been granted
by the Congress to the heads of new ma-
Jjor Federal agencies created since World
War II.

The most obvious cases are those of the
department heads and of the Secretary
of Defense. It has been recommended
that these key officials be paid at a rate
of $25,000 per annum, and in view of the
heavy workload of responsibility devolv-
ing upon these men, I feel that the com-
mittee's recommendation is fully justi-
fied. Many of the Federal departments
are equal to or far larger than the largest
comparable private business in this
country, yet these Cabinet officers, for
example, draw far less than the vice
president of the smaller private corpora-
tions. The Secretary of Defense heads
an organization employing a combined
civilian and military staff of over 2,500,-
000. The Postmaster General heads a
huge postal communications organiza-
tion employing over 500,000 people, while
the Director of Aeronautical Research
of the National Advisory Committee for
Aeronautics has a larger and more
complex research assignment than his
alter ego in any private aircraft firm
in the Nation. The departments and
agencies which they head often carry
on large and complex businesses, em=
ploy great numbers of people, and
are responsible for the proper annual
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expenditure of extremely large sums.
It is obvious that such positions
should be filled by highly competent men,
yet, during the past years, a considerable
number of these experienced and com-
petent executives have been forced to
leave these key Federal positions because
of the inadequate salary paid. These
salaries, which were fixed years ago, are
unrealistic in terms of the present-day
responsibilities of these key executive
posts.

I feel that it is absolutely essential
to provide incentives, in the form of
suitable annual compensation, in order
not only to retain in the Federal service
its remaining experienced and com-
petent administrators, but also to attract
able and well-qualified personnel into
the Government to fill these key posts.
I believe that a policy of stafling these
top positions with able administrators
will return the additional cost—esti-
mated at approximately $1,500,000 per
annum—to the Nation many times over
each year through greater efficiency and
improved operation of the Federal agen-
cies affected. Without competent per-
sons in these key posts, we can expect
only mediocre performance by the de-
partments and agencies so staffed.

The committee’s recommendations on
this measure are based not only on the
principles of good management and effi-
cient administration, but also on the
fact that the responsibilities of the occu-
pants of these posts have increased
greatly in recent years and have placed
a very heavy burden on such officials.
We had a recent and tragic illustration
of the pressures and strains to which key
officials can be subjected in the perform-
ance of their duties.

It is my belief that only the ablest and
most competent personnel should be
asked to carry on, as heads and assist-
ant heads of executive departments
and agencies, the administration of the
affairs of our country., I feel that you
will agree with me that an adequate sal-
ary will provide one of the incentives
which will attract such competent offi-
cials into the Federal service and that
it is our responsibility to see that this is
done.

Mr. COOLEY, Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoorEY: On
page 11, line 2 of the Committee amendment
after the words “Farmers’ Home Adminis-
tration” insert the following: “Manager of
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized in
support of his amendment.

Mr, COOLEY, Mr. Chairman, I hope
the committee will accept this amend-
ment.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, the committee has no objec-
tion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ScrivNEr to the

committee amendment: On page 11, line 18,
strike out all of section 6.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I
hope the committee concurs in this
amendment to strike out section 6. It
does not add any particular person to
the pay roll, but it may save many
dollars,

This section gives arbitrary power to
the President to increase the salary of
the chairman or head of a board or com-
mission to $18,000 per annum if he has
important duties or responsibilifies not
imposed upon the other members of
the board. There is not a word concern-
ing this section in the committee hear-
ings, nor is it discussed anywhere in the
report. You are going to wake up some
morning shortly after this bill is passed
and find unknown ntumbers of these peo-
ple increased to $18,000 a year. Look at
this chart. It shows that there are 1,819
boards, bureaus, and agencies running
this Government. Each has a chairman,
but all may not be affected by this
section.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

_Mr. ECRIVNER. I have only a min-
ute and a half, but I yield to the chair-
man, of course.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.
language states, “Not more
$18,000."

Mr, SCRIVNER. Yes.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. And it
is also required that such chairmen be
given additional important duties.

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman
knows these boards and commissions.
Every one of them are going to give the
chairman a little important work to do
whatever “important work” may be;
the gentleman knows, furthermore, that
immediately that individual will be en-
titled to have his pay upped to $18,000
a year,

The gentleman may say that this is
not a pay increase. Maybe it is not in
the opinion of the members of the com-
mittee, but to the taxpayers who will
have to pay the bill it is a pay increase
and you cannot get away from it. If
the folks at home were here they would
not vote for this bill. As their repre-
sentative I will not support it. All it
will do is freeze the present jobholders
tighter in their chairs.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Kansas.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. SCRIVNER)
there were—ayes 93, noes 116.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
for tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
appointed as tellers Mr. ScrRIvNER and
Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee.

The Committee again divided; and the
i{illers reported there were—ayes 95, noes

5.

Mr.

The
than

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
TACKETT].
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Mr. TACEETT. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TACKETT:

Page 11, line 17, strike out the period, sub-
stitute a semicolon, and insert the following
language: “and effective with the commence-
ment of the Eighty-second session of Con-
gress the compensation of Senators, Repre-
sentatives in Congress, Delegates from the
Territories, and the Resident Commissioner
from Puerto Rico shall be at the rate of
$20,000 per annum each.”

Strike out section 8 and insert the follow-
ing:

“Sec. 8. Except as otherwise provided here-
in this act shall take effect on the first day
of the first pay period which begins after
the date of enactment of this act.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, a point of order.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.
Mr., CASE of South Dakota. Mr.

Chairman, I make the point of order
that the amendment is not germane in
that this is a bill to increase the rates
of compensation of the heads and assist-
ant heads of executive departments and
independent agencies. This amendment
relates to the legislative branch of the
Government and consequently is not ger-
mane to a bill applying to executive de-
partments and independent agencies.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
make the further point of order that this
is a bill reported by the Committes on
Post Office and Civil Service which does
not have jurisdiction over the salaries of
Members of Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Arkansas desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. TACEETT. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
I seek to amend section 5 (¢) which reads
as follows:

The rate of compensation of the Legisla-
tive Counsel of the House of Representatives
and of the Legislative Counsel of the Senate
shall be §12,000 per annum.

My amendment is germane to the very
subject matter that I seek to amend.
The legislative branch of Government
is covered by this very bill, and I seek to
amend that portion pertaining to the
legislative branch of our Government.
The Architect of the Capitol is also cov-
ered by this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule, This bill seeks to increase the
rates of compensation of the heads and
assistant heads of executive departments
and independent agencies. Under the
Constitution there are three distinct
branches of government. The legislative
branch cannot be classed as either an
executive department or an independent
agency. Therefore, the Chair sustains
the point of order made by the gentle-
man from South Dakota.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALTER: On
page 8B, line 13, strike out “$17,600” and insert
“$15,000"; and on page 11, line 17, strike out
“$12,000" and insert *‘§10,000".

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I have no objection to the

amendments. I think thay are all right.
The committee accepts them.

JULY 8

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Horan: On page
18, line 8, strike out all of section 8 and in-
sert a new section as follows:
ig‘a‘glﬁ:. 8. This act shall take effect July 1,

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I think
we have had a sample this afternoon of
how the floodgates can be opened. We
are setting a pattern that is goinz to be
difficult for the responsible Representa-
tives of the people of this Nation of ours
to control. My amendment simply puts
off until the beginning of the next fiscal
year the date of enactment of what you
are working on this afternoon. I think
the people of America are looking for
some results from the Hoover Commis-
sion’s report, but this bill you are work-
ing on today will put fire into the bu-
reaucracy here and make it very, very
difficult to reduce the cost of Govern-
ment at a time wher. we are not on very
safe ground.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, 1 appeal to the Mem-
bers to stand by the committee and let
this act take effect on the first day of
the first pay period which begins after
the date of enactment of this act. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington would defer the time
of taking effect of this bill for a year,
until July 1, 1950. I hope the amend-
ment will be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. Horan].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HoraN) there
were—ayes 94, noes 141.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Jupn].

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, there are
provisions in this bill which doubtless
seem to every person here to be unjusti-
fied or inequitable. Certainly there are
a good many that are not in accord with
the way I would rate the relative im-
portance of various positions. However,
we cannot dispute that present salary
rates are obsolete, and have been so for
a long time. It seems to me the passage
of this bill by the House even with its
admitted inequities and defects and
sending it to the other body where ad-
justments can be made should produce
benefits to our governmental service that
will far outweigh its relatively small cost.

Therefore, I intend to support the bill.

Take as an example, the Department
of State, to illustrate the urgent neces-
sity for revision of these salaries. Since
World War II, the United States has
assumed the leading role among the na-
tions of the world. Other nations look
to us for leadership in practically every
field of endeavor. Notwithstanding this
fact, however, our Secretary of State
today receives the same salary as he did
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23 years ago. Correspondingly, his prin-
cipal assistarts, namely, the Under Sec-
retary and Assistant Secretaries, are still
receiving salaries very little above what
they received then. They are subject to
the Civil Service Classification Act and,
hence, are restricted to salary ranges
applicable to the Government as a whole.
In many instances, this brings about sit-
uations where salaries of Assistant Sec-
retaries are no higher than those of
their subordinates.

The fact that the present salary rates
of top officials are obsolete is especially
emphasized by the fact that legislation
enacted in recent years creating newly
established Government organizations
provides higher salaries for the heads of
those agencies than are received by the
old departments and agencies. For ex-
ample, both the Administrator and Dep-
uty Administrator of the Economic Co-
operation Administration are paid more
than the Secretary of State. Ten indi-
viduals in the National Military Estab-
lishment, each of whom is doing impor-
tant work, are authorized to receive a
salary equivalent to that of the Secretary
of National Defense and substantially
more than the Administrator of Veter-
ans' Affairs. The salary scale for the
Federal Government is completely dis-
proportionate to the salaries paid by a
number of State and municipal govern-
ments. In the State of New York, for
example, the attorney general and State
auditor receive $20,000 annually. Simi-
larly, in the field of municipal govern-
ment the mayors of 12 cities of over 500,-
000 population receive between $10,000
and $25,000, annually, with a median
salary of $18,000. In New York City
alone eight city officials, including the
mayor, receive $20,000 or more annually
in salary. Six city managers of cities
between 250,000 and 500,000 population
receive salaries averaging $19,000.

One constantly hears the criticism,
and too often it is justified, that many
Government officials are second-rate
men, or even worse. That really is an
argument for the bill, not against it.
How many first-rate men can we expect
to get unless we pay them something
more adequate than the levels of 10 to
25 years ago? .

The additional cost of this legislation,
if enacted, would be only $1,237,173 an-
nually. I do not know where else in our
expenditures so little, relatively, can be
expected to bring as much to our Govern-
ment in value received.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LE-
ComPTE].

Mr. LECOMPTE, Mr. Chairman, about
a year ago the Congress increased the
salaries of all Government employees in
the lower brackets by $330 per year, about
a dollar a day. Today, in this bill, it is
proposed to increase the salaries of the
folks in the higher brackets of from 25
percent to 100 percent. I feel very deeply
that high salaries ic not the thing that
attracts able men to public service. The
opportunity to serve one's country and
serve the people well is the thing that
makes public service attractive to able
men and women. I believe sincerely that
the passage of this bill is going to let us
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in for a great deal of pressure to increase
the salaries of all other employees of the
Federal Government, and perhaps rightly
so. We are not going to find the country
very happy over this salary increase for
the top-bracket folks at a time when the
income of the average taxpayer is shrink-
ing and receipts of the Government de-
clining each day.

As to the suggestion for an increase
in salaries of Congressmen and Senators,
I am unalterably opposed to this sug-
gested amendment, as I was when the
reorganization bill—Public Law 601, Sev-
enty-ninth Congress—was adopted, al-
though there are many good provisions
in this law. We were unable to obtain
a yea-and-nay vote, but the REcorp shows
that I stood up and was recognized by
the Speaker and asked for the yeas and
nays.

The bill we have today starts at the
wrong place. It raises the higher sal-
aries and in the end will cost the tax-
payers a vast sum of money every year.
I oppose the measure.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Havs]l.

Mr, HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hays of Ohio:
On page 10, line 1, after the word “Commis-
slon"”, strike out “members of the Board of
Commissloners of the District of Columbia.”

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is almost self-explana-
tory. It simply leaves the salaries of
the members of the Board of Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia where
they are today, at $10,000.

I would like to read you a few of the
salaries of members of councils or com-
missions of various cities, most of them
larger than Washington:

Detroit, $5,000.

Philadelphia, $7,500.

Cleveland, $4,000.

Pittsburgh, $8,000.

Cincinnati, $5,000.

Mr. Chairman, much has been made of
the fact that most of the people coming
under this bill have to maintain two
homes and have to come from some-
where else to live in Washington. The
members of the Board of Commissioners
are residents of Washington. They do
not run for office, and are appointed for
a 4-year term. I submit to you in view
of the salaries paid in other large cities,
that $10,000 is ample for Washington.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Hays].

The question was taken; and on a

division (demanded by Mr. MURRAY
of Tennessee) there were—ayes 132,
noes 48.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WALTER] rise?

Mr, WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to amend line 14, on
page 11, referring to the amendment
that was just adopted, by striking out

$15,000 and inserting $10,000, and to

vacate the proceedings by which that
amendx_nen_t was adopt;ed.
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The CHAIRMAN. ' Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Chairman,
when the gentleman from Pennsylvania
referred to the amendment adopted just
a moment ago, was he referring to the
amendment which struck out the mem-
bers of the Board of the District of Co-
lumbia or the prior amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. WALTER. The line was not cor-
rectly stated in the amendment which
I offered.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. In other
words, the gentleman is leaving the item
for the legislative counsel as it appears
in the bill and making the change in the
Assistant Director for the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts?

“Mr. WALTER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, WALTER]?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Javirs].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, 1 take
this time to express what I think must
be felt by a great many Members with
respect to this bill. It looks like the bill
will be passed. The reason we are do-
ing what we are doing is because we want
to keep or get the best public officials to
deal with the problems of depression or
prosperity, and peace or war. I hope we
will cease to see so many of the items in
the newspapers which we have been see-
ing, that a particular public servant feels
he must resign. in order to rehabilitate
his personal fortune, or that another
feels he cannot accept a Government
position offered because he cannot afford
it financially. I hope the President will
feel free to call, if necessary, the best
men for these jobs, and that no Ameri-
can, in view of the great issues our Na-
tion faces domestically and in the world,
and under the new pay scale, will feel
that he has a right to reject any such
public job for which he is fitted when it
is offered to him,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Lucasl.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, in a few
weeks we are going to be called upon to
answer to our constituents as to what we
have done about economy. After you
have voted for this bill, by which you
are raising the salary of the Assistant
Federal Security Administrator from
$10,000 to $17,500, you will have to ex-
plain what you have done about econo-
my. He is the man who is trying to in-
flict socialized medicine upon this coun-
try. He has written a book about it.
He is doing all he can to foist socialized
medicine upon the American people. By
raising his salary you are not only con-
doning his activities, you are endorsing
them. If you favor that kind of econ-
omy, go back and explain it to your
people. I certainly cannot.
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You are shedding crocodile tears for
these fifteen- and twenty-thousand-dol-
lar-a-year men and at the same time
doing nothing for the worker, who is
presently covered by » minimum-wage
bill which provides for only 40 cents an
hour. Do you think $16 a week is enough
for a workingman? Do not you think
it is high time some consideration be
given to the man at the bottom of tha
economic scale? My minimum-wage
bill will tie the pay of the worker to the
cost-of-living index, so that he will have
a constant steady income of the same
value, in spite of depressions or infla-
tions.

Until something is done for the man
at the bottom of the heap, I cannot con-
scientiously vote for the man at the top.
I oppose this bill,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. REEs].

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, at the
proper time I shall offer a motion to re-
commit this bill to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. It contains the
amendment that I offered earlier in the
day and includes amendments that have
been approved by this committee. It
will also strike out the provision in the
bill that authorizes the President at his
own desire to raise the salaries of certain
individuals up to $18,000.

I make this explanation so that when
the time comes I will not have to take
extra time to explain it any further. I
still think the salaries in this bill are
inequitable and are too high.

In line with what the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Lucas] just
said, I believe you are going to find it a
little difficult to explain to the people
back home if you permit the approval
of the bill reported by the committee.

- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has eXpired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. TACKETT].

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, you well
know that my record to date during my
short tenure as a Member of this House
has been very conservative—in fact, the
more liberal Members would consider my
record as that of a reactionary; and I
will admit that I have been and shall
continue to be very conservative where-
in the principles of democracy are in-
volved.

I came here with the intention of rep-
resenting the masses and not to speak as
a “pollyparrot” of any power contrary
to what I honestly believe to be the wishes
of those who have entrusted me with the
duties and responsibilities of this office.

Speaking in rather general terms con-
cerning the economy of this democracy,
I have felt that the founding .fathers
formulated our system of democracy
upon the theory that supply and demand,
with free enterprise, individual initia-
tive, and open competition being afforded
within the ranks of capital, business,
labor, and all the other Government and
individual essentials would govern our
economy.
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Even though the aforementioned the-
ory exemplifies a pure democratic econ-
omy, trial and experience found us fac-
ing an unbalanced economy with most of
the wealth of this country drifting into
the hands of a few. Antitrust and anti-
monopoly laws, along with other business
restrictions, were enacted to assure com-
petition, aid supply and demand to pro-
duce a more equitable return upon in-
vestments, and to assure a more equal
distribution of this country’s wealth.

Likewise, it has been necessary to im-
pose and maintain restrictions upon
labor for the purpose of affording a bal-
anced relationship between the employer
and the employee, and in order to stabi-
lize individual initiative, free enterprise,
and open competition within the ranks
of labor so as to afford supply and de-
mand an opportunity to regulate the
over-all economy. ;

If democracy is to prevail, I firmly be-
lieve that free competition must remain
intact and allowed to operate with cap-
ital and the investor who supply the com-
modity as well as with the emloyee who
performs the labor, with the assistance of
capital, to bring the commodity and in-
vestment into existence. Supply and
demand, with individual initiative, free
enterprise, and open competition being
afforded, should therefore regulate our
economy wherein capitalistic trusts are
suppressed, and labor controlled to the
extent of allowing fair relations to exist
between the affected parties. Then, we
must allow for necessary restrictions that
will tend to bring about a wider distribu-
tion of the country’s wealth.

Only restrictions for the purpose of
producing a balanced economy are nec-
essary, and we can well see that to cur-
tail the efforts of business and individ-
uals with restrictions and controls that
remove the individual incentive to pro-
gress will eventually lead to the regimen-
tation of our people to such an extent
that we will no longer have any reason
to advance our persons or businesses.
Sooner or later unless Government con-
trol is brought to a minimum, every
business will be told by the Government
how to operate, what prices to charge
for commodities, and the manner in
which the business shall be conducted.
The fees of professional men and women,
the specialists, and the laborers, will,
under such circumstances, be eventually
set by the Government, and the ability
of an individual to perform services will
be of little consequence. I have felt
that to vote for restrictions and controls
unnecessary to the balancing of our econ-
omy is no less than to vote a socialistic
ticket that tends to remove the funda-
mental prerequisites of a democracy. 1
have in the past and I shall continue to
oppose legislation wherein the Govern-
ment is allowed to compete with private
enterprise, except in cases where private
enterprise cannot or has not performed
the requirements.

My maiden speech on the floor of this
House a few days after I took my oath
of office was in favor of the reorganiza-
tiol and coordination of the existing
Federal agencies and departments, at a
saving to the taxpayers rather than to
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bring into existence new agencies and
expand those now in existence. It is dif-
ficult to understand how we shall ever
expect to become solvent if we are to
continue the practice of employing an
average of 271 new people every day the
sun rises, and if we are to continue estab-
lishing new agencies and expanding those
in existence every time the Congress
meets. I feel that every department and
agency should have ample personnel to
administer the affairs involved as per
the demands of the people, minus Fed-
eral administration of affairs that should
be administered by the States. I have
followed the economy move in this Con-
gress, believing that this Government
could be operated with the same full force
and effect on behalf of the people with
much less money; but, gentlemen, we all
know that it is false economy to pay a
person less for their services than that
to which they are entitled. One never
gets any more than what he pays for.

It is generally believed by the public
that the public officials actually receive
more money for their services than is
authorized by law. It would be difficult
to convince any reasonable person that
a Member of the President’s Cabinet
actually received in the past only $15,000
per year. No man or woman can imagine -
a Member of this Congress surviving the
expenditures imposed upon him or her
with the salary authorized by law; and
it cannot be done if the respective Mem-
ber actually renders the service to which
his constituents are entitled. A $20,000
salary to a Member of Congress would
amount to no more than seven or eight
thousand dollars to a Member in his
home community. Actually he could stay
at home on $5,000 as easily as serving in
Congress for $20,000.

Every Member of Congress is required
to have two homes—one in Washington
and one within his district. His home
expenses are practically as high while he
is in Washington as while he is at home,
It is necessary to expend more money in
the performance of his duties than he is
paid by the Government.

Unless a Member of Congress has an
outside income from a business, profes-
sion, or some other source, he cannot
properly serve his people with the salary
now authorized by law, unless he comes
here a rich man.

Why, gentlemen, a Member is re-
quired to run for office every 2 years, and
the general public well knows that it is
necessary to expend in each election-at
least the amount of his first year’s salary.
A poor man cannot even venture to run
for such public office without the finan-
cial assistance of his close friends and
those expecting favors. I cannot imagine
that the membership of this Congress is
to be made up of the rich in this great
democracy of competition, which can
well lead to a capitalistic government
detrimental to the middle and lower
classes of our country. For the member~
ship of Congress fo receive an adequate
salary will be most beneficial to the poor
and middle classes of this United States
of America.

Seniority plays a big role in the opera-
tion of Congress. In fact, & freshman
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Member such as myself has little to do
with the legislative machinery and
actually participates only to the extent
of a single vote. Other than a rich
Member of Congress must look to the
future general welfare of his family and
cannot afford to sacrifice the required
years in Congress upon the salary now
being paid to gain a position with enough
seniority to be as helpful to his people
as he would like.

The Hoover Commission has foreseen
the need for adequate salaries to public
officials as a guard against the destruc-
tion of democracy, as a guard against a
capitalistic form of government, and as
an assurance of honest administration
on behalf of all the people.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] is recog-
nized.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to read into the REcorp an
excerpt from a statement made by Mr.
Beardsley Ruml in support of the prin-
ciples of this bill:

If we are to have efficiency in public ex-
penditure, two measures are obviously neces-
sary. First, the President must have an in-
creased scope of authority in the organiza-
tion and reorganization of the agencies in
the executive branch of the Government.
And second, a higher level of compensation,
as has been recommended, should be estab-
lished for top Government officlals in order
to hold in the Federal service and to attract
tu the Federal service the talent that is neces-
sary for efficient managerial operation of the
essential services of the executive branch of
the Federal Government.

I wish also to read into the Recorp the
following telegram in support of the bill
from Eric Johnston, president of the Mo-
tion Picture Association of America, Inc.:

WasHingTON, D. C., February 8, 1949.
Hon. Georcg P. MILLER,
House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,
House of Representatives:

As a businessman I am happy to endorse
House bill 1689 authorizing increased pay for
heads of executiv: departments and inde-
pendent agencies. Efficient administration
of public business demands today payment
of adequate compensation to poliey-directing
heads in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment. This will serve to attract to Govern-
ment service the highest type of qualified
person and insure the retention of the ex-
perienced and able public servant.

Eric JOHNSTON,
President, Motion Picture
Association of America, Ine.

In conclusion I wish to leave with you
the thought that when such men as
Beardsley Ruml and Eric Johnston sup-
port legislation of this kind they do not
do so lightly.

This bill has merit and is the first step
in reestablishing n the Government
gervice the balance between the several
levels of activity so essential to good
management and high efficiency.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired;
all time has expired.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent for
the consideration of a clarifying amend-
ment and permission to make a very brief
statement explaining the reason for it.

The gentleman from Florida intro-
duced an amendment changing the sal-
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ary of the Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation from $15,000 to $17,500.
The item appears again at page 10, line
19, “Director, Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation.” I would like to strike that out
since the salary of the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation has al-
ready been increased to $17,500 by the
adoption of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. RoGErs].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MurraY of
Tennessee: Page 10, line 10, strike out “Di-
rector, Federal Bureau of Investigation.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question re-
curs on the committee amendment as
amended.

The committee amendment as
amended was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Gorg, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 1639) to increase rates of com-
pensation of the heads and assistant
heads of executive departments and in-
dependent agencies, pursuant to House
Resolution 274, he reported the same
back to the House with an amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. The ques-
tion is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the hill. i

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. REES. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. REEs moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice with instructions to report it back forth-
with with the following amendment: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert
the following:

“That the rate of baslc compensation of
the head of each executive department and
of the Secretary of Defense shall be $25,000
per annum.

“Sec. 2. (a) The rate of basic compensation
of the Comptroller General of the United
States, the Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, the Chairman of the National
Security Resources Board, the Federal Se-
curity Administrator, the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs, the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services, each Under Secretary of an
executive department, the Assistant to the
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Attorney General, the Solicitor General of
the United States, the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, and the First Assistant
Postmaster General shall be $17,500 per
annum. :

“(b) Section 105 of title 3 of the United
States Code 1z amended to read as follows:

" ‘COMPENSATION OF SECRETARMES AND EXECUTIVE,
ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF ASSISTANTS TO
PRESIDENT

*“'S8ec. 105. The President s authorized to
fix the compensation of the six administra-
tive assistants authorized to be appointed
under section 106 of this title, of the Ezecu-
tive Secretary of the National Security Coun-
cil, and of five other secretaries or other im-
mediate staff assistants in the White House
Office as follows: Two at rates not exceeding
$16,000 per annum, three at rates not exceed-
ing $15,000 per annum, and seven at rates
not exceeding $12,000 per annum.’

“(c) The first sentence of section 106 of
title 3 of the United States Code is amended
to read as follows: 'The President is au-
thorized to appoint not to exceed six ad-
ministrative assistants and to fix their com-
pensation in accordance with section 105 of
this title.’

“Sec. 8. The rate of basic compensation
of the Chairman of the Munitions Board,
the Chairman of the Research and Develop-
ment Board, the Assistant Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, the Administrator
of General Services, the Assistant Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, and the Deputy
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, the Pub-
lic Printer, the Libzarian of Congress, the
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, Manager
of the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation,
the Commissioner of Narcotics, the Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Director, and the
Assistant Federal Security Administrator
shall be $15,000 per annum.

“SEC. 4. (a) The rate of basic compensa-
tion of the Director of Aeronautical Research
of the National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nautics; members of the Civil Aeronautics
Board; members of the Federal Communica-
tion Commission; members of the Federal
Power Commission; members of the Federal
Trade Commission; members of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission; members of the
National Labor Relations Board: members
of the Natlonal Mediation Board; members
of the Railroad Retirement Board; mem-
bers of the Securities and Exchange Commis-
slon; members of the Board of Directors of
the Tennessee Valley Authority; members of
the Civil Servic~ Commission; the Chair-
man of the United States Maritime Commis-
slon; members of the United States Tariff
Commission; the General Counsel of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board; the Architect
of the Capitol; the Deputy Administrator
of General Services; the Housing Expediter;
the Director of the Bureau of Federal Supply;
the Archivist of the United States; members
of the Displaced Persons Commission; mem-
bers of the Indian Claims Commission;
members of the War Clalms Commission;
members of the Philippine War Damage Com-
mission; each Assistant Secretary of an
executive department (including the Fiscal
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury); each
Assistant Attorney General; the Assistant
Solicitor General of the United States; the
Counselor of the Department of State; the
Second, Third, and Fourth Assiciant Post-
masters General; the Associate Federal Medi-
ation and Conciliation Director; the Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence; the Philip-
pine Alien Property Administrator; the Chief
Assistant Librarian of Congress; the Deputy
Public. Printer; members (other than the
Chairman) of the Board of Directors of the
Export-Import Bank of Washington; mem-
bers (other than the Chairman) of the
United States Maritime Commission; Admin-
istrator, Production and Marketing Adminis-
tration; Commissioner of Internal Revenue;
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Director of the Bureau of Prisons; Commis-
sloner of Public Roads; Commissioner of
Public Buildings; Commissioner of Com-
munity Facilities; Commissioner of Immigra-
tlon and Naturalization; Administrator,
Rural Electrification Administration; Com-
missioner for Social Becurity; Commissioner
of Reclamation; Chlef, Soil Conservation
Service; Commissioner of Customs; Governor
of the Farm Credit Administration; Chief
Forester of the Forest Service; Administrator
of the Farmers Home Administration; the
three Special Assistants to the Secretary of
Defense; and of the Governors of Alaska,
Hawail, the Virgin Islands, and the Panama
Canal shall be at the rate of $12,500 per an-
num, Notwithstanding section 30 of the act
of May 24, 1924, as amended (U. 8. C,, title
5, sec. 152a), the salary of the Legal Adviser
of the Department of State shall continue
to be at the rate of $10,330 per annum.

“(b) The first sentence of sectlon 603 of
title 28 of the United States Code (relating
to the salary of the Director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts) is
amended to read as follows:

“+The Director shall receive a salary of
$12,500 a year.

“(¢) The second sentence of section 603
of title 28 of the United States Code (relating
to the compensation of the Assistant Di-
rector of the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts) is amended to read
as follows: “The Assistant Director shall re-
ceive a salary of 11,000 a year.

“(d) The rate of compensation of the
Legislative Counsel of the House of Repre-
sentatives and of the Legislative Counsel of
the Senate shall be $12,000 per annum,

“Sgc. 5. This act shall take effect on the
first day of the first pay period which begins
after the date of enactment of this act.”

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
move the previous question on the motion
to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER, The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I demand the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

Mr. REES. Mr, Speaker, I ask for a
division on the motion to recommit.

The House divided; and there were—
ayes 71, noes 165.

So the motion to recommit was re-
Jected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill,

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr,
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee, Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have five legislative
days to extend their remarks on the bill
just passed at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL PAY STRUCTURE—RELIC OF THE PAST

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
in the past quarter century, the map of
the world has been redrawn. World
War II has been fought and won. Atomic
energy has been released. The United
Nations Organization has come into
being. The hope of the world for peace
and prosperity has become centered in
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the Government and the people of the
United States of America. This kind of
responsibility in the modern age in which
we live calls for the most capable men
our Nation can produce. And how shall
we go about getting men of that caliber?
By offering them salaries on a pay scale
established by Congress as far back as
28 years ago? This is what we actually
offer to men expected to be leaders not
only in the United States but the world.

Members of the Cabinet, for example,
received $15,000 per annum in 1925,
They are paid precisely the same today.
The Director of the Bureau of the Budget
receives $10,000 today. That is the
identical salary that was fixed for the
position June 10, 1921—and which re-
cently caused a Director of the Budget,
with long and valuable experience, to re-
sign in the interests of his family.

Nothing in the Federal Government is
quite so out-dated as the pay scales of
many of its top officials.

Because Government salaries for top
executives are completely out of balance
with industrial scales, Government agen-
cies are constantly losing valuable per-
sonnel. Moreover, it is extremely diffi-
cult to find competent replacements for
these positions.

It is difficult to understand why a man
who is worth $50,000 to private industry
is considered to be worth only $10,000 or
$15,000 to the great institution that is the
Government of the United States. In-
dustries with far fewer assets than some
Government corporations — industries
whose functions for national health,
peace, and prosperity hardly merit men-
tion in the same breath as these Govern-
ment corporations—nevertheless, pay
their officials holding comparable posi-
tions anywhere from half again to 10
times as much as Government is author-
ized to offer.

Industry, wisely and rightly, has ad-
justed salaries to meet changing condi-
tions, increasing responsibilities, or the
rising cost of living. Such procedure
makes for efficiency, It holds experi-
enced personnel.

Governmént pay policy in the upper
brackets has been precisely the opposite.
In many agencies, the top official now re-
ceives the same salary as the next three
or four officials under him. In some
cases, the top man actually receives a
few hundred dollars less than his princi-
pal assistant. It would be almost mi-
raculous if this situation did not under-
mine efficiency, break down confidence,
and cause a much more than normal
turn-over of top personnel.

This is a most serious problem. The
men who execute the policies of our Gov-
ernment bear the weightiest responsibil-
ity of any eitizens of the United States.
Upon their competent execution of their
duties depends not only the efficiency of
Government, but possibly even the peace
and prosperity of the world. We dare
not be satisfied with anything less than
top-flight personnel.

The enactment of this bill might not
bring to Government the best personnel
in the land, but it would surely remove
one of the principal reasons why service
in the Government has become less at-
tractive.
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There is no dearth of patriotic citizens
in the United States. But can we blame
a citizen who does not feel called upon
to sacrifice permanently the interests of
his family upon the altar of a Govern-
ment job? Can we blame a worker for
throwing in the sponge when he sees his
associates and sometimes his assistants
accepting better-paying jobs in private
business?

Can we blame even the long-time
career man when he takes a second look
around—because he sees every now and
then some faithful, patriotic servant of
the people cracking up under the fear-
ful strain that these postwar days put
upon all conscientious Government
officials?

We must have competent people in
Government. To get them we must en-
deavor to make our salary structure fit
the needs of the times. True, Govern-
ment cannot expect to match the pay
scales of industry. But this is not
necessary. All that most Government
officials ask is a salary which will place
them in the same position relative to
their assistants and relative to the cost
of living that they occupied in the days
before the war,

The executive pay bill would assure
them of that kind of position. It would
restore confidence in the fairness of
Government to its own servants. It of-
fers the type of recognition that will
bring forth the best in Government
efficiency.

Mr. KARST. Mr, Speaker, supposedly,
we are considering a bill to increase the
salaries of certain key executives and ad-
ministrators of Federal departments and
agencies. In reality we are debating the
question, How great a financial sacrifice
can we ask from men of top-flight ability
because they are Government servants?

This bill does not pretend to pay sal-
aries that match or even approach the
rewards that private concerns offer men
with similar talents and carrying equal
responsibilities. Judged by any such
standard it is common knowledge that
Government salaries are pitifully inade-
quate.

It is common knowledge that all too
often years of training and experience in
Government serve only as a proving
ground for well-paid jobs in private in-
dustry. And this trend is increasing at
the very time when Government has
need of every top-flight person it ean
muster.

Look at the duties and responsibilities
these Government officials must meet.
In terms of money spent, in terms of na-
tional policy and national welfare, their
task is staggering. How much can we
ask them to sacrifice in the public serv-
ice? At best we can only limit the fi-
nancial loss they inevitably take.

But there is a much more serious as-
pect to this problem than next year’s
budget or the pay of certain Govern-
ment officials. It concerns the longer
future and the type of executiver and ad-
ministrators who will be available for
Government service in the years ahead.
We are not legislating solely or pri-
marily for the next fiscal year.
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We must consider how Government
service will look to the really able mem-
bers of the rising generation. We can
invite them to consider such a career or
we can cold-shoulder them with salary
scales that are pitifully inadequate, If
we make the sacrifice look too great, we
will lose most of the really able people
that we want and need in Government.
We will lose them because they will not
even consider a career in Government,
much less point toward it. Moreover, we
will have great difficulty in recruiting
mature, able men from private life.

Who will pay for that loss of falent,
vision, and ability? Your constituents
and mine—if we have the good fortune
to remain in Congress. All of us will
foot the bill if we so underpay our Gov-
ernment officials that we screen out the
very ones who could serve us most effi-
ciently and economically.

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, it is to
be regretted that we are considering
H. R. 1689 at this time.

Since many of our people are insisting
upon the adoption of considerable por-
tions of the Hoover Commission report,
surely it is untimely to add to Govern-
ment expenditures rather than to reduce
them.

Assuming that there are inequities in
the pay of heads of Government depart-
ments and agencies, we cannot afford to
increase salaries and wages of said Gov-
ernment officials in the face of a known
growing deficit.

The latest report reaching Congress
reveals the fact that we are operating
now with a deficit of some $2,000,000,-
000. It appears that this deficit will
increase. With this acknowledged fact
before us, we must reduce Government
expenditures, raise taxes, or operate with
a deficit. We cannot in justice to the
taxpayer increase taxes with incomes on
the decline. We should not operate with
a defleit. The logical thing to do is to
reduce Government cost.

One hears little talk of economy in
Congress. We have grown too accus-
tomed to increasing expenditures. The
clamor of the taxpayers for relief is
seldom heard, if ever.

It is a great honor to serve our Gov-
ernment in any capacity. Most every-
one in public office must of necessity
serve at a financial sacrifice. One ca-
pable of successfully filling a public office
could easily earn more money in private
industry. The real compensation accru-
ing to a public official is intangible. The
satisfaction of knowing that one has had
the privilege of serving his country is,
and should be, adequate pay.

In my judgment, unless there is a
change in the attitude of those now in
charge of our Government toward pub-
lic expenditures, the people will ulti-
mately rebel against extravagance.

On a recent trip to my district I was
greatly impressed by the attitude of
everyone toward economy.

Let us send this measure back to com-
mittee for additional study with the hope
that by the time it comes up for further
consideration our domestic affairs will
have been improved.

When the idea of increasing salaries,
such as is provided for in this measure,
was first presented to the Congress some
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6 months ago, the financial horizon was
much brighter than now. Let us hope
that in the not distant future our eco-
nomic affairs will improve.

This is no time to add additional and
unnecessary burdens to our already over-
burdened taxpayers.

I regret to find myself in disagreement
with those who are sponsoring this legis-
lation, but have no hesitancy in voting
against its passage.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by
Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill
(8. 1070) entitled “An act to establish a
national housing objective and the policy
to be followed in the attainment thereof,
to provide Federal ald to assist slum-
clearance projects and low-rent public
housing projects initiated by local agen-
cies, to provide for financial assistance
by the Secretary of Agriculture for farm
housing, and for other purposes.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. TACEKETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend the re-
marks he made in Committee of the
Whole today and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. HART asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article appear-
ing in the CIO News.

Mr. ADDONIZIO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial appear-
ing in the New Jersey Record.

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper
editorial.

Mr, DAVENPORT asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the RECORD.

Mr, BATTLE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr, PHILLIPS of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 40 minutes on Friday, July 22,
at the conclusion of the legislative pro-
gram of the day and following any spe-
cial orders heretofore entered.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet
at 12 o’clock on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

SIGNING OF ENROLLED BILLS

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the adjournment of the House
until Monday the Clerk be authorized to
receive messages from the Senate and
that the Speaker be authorized to sign
any enrolled bills and joint resolutions
duly passed by the two Houses and found
truly enrolled.
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The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

8.113. An act for the relief of Helen Louise
Oles;

B.230. An act for the relief of Mrs. Sonia
Kaye Johnston;

8.322, An act for the relief of Mrs. Ger-
trude H. Westaway, legal guardian of Bobby
Niles, a minor;

5.623. An act for the relief of George
Krinopolis;

5.880. An act for the relief of Toshie
Okutomi;

5.1138. An act for the relief of John
W. Crumpacker, commander, United States
Navy;

5. 1167. An act for the rellef of the estate
of Marion Miller;

S.1168. An act to amend section 2680 of
title 28, United States Code;

5.1296. An act for the rellef of Murphy
and Wischmeyer;

8.1359. An act to repeal the provisions of
the Alaska Rallroad Retirement Act of June
20, 1936, as amended, and sections 81 to 107
of the Canal Zone Code and to extend the
benefits of the Civil Service Retirement Act
of May 29, 1830, as amended, to officers and
employees to whom such provisions are
applicable; and

S. 1688. An act to provide for certain ad-
justments on the promotion list of the Medi-
cal Service Corps of the Regular Army.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED TO THE FRESIDENT

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
and a joint resolution of the House of
the following titles:

H. R. 20. An act to amend the act of August
1, 1947, as amended, to authorize the crea-
tion of 10 profecsional and sclentific posi-
tions in the headquarters and research sta-
tions of the National Advisory Commifttee
for Aeronautics;

H.R.52. An act for the rellef of Nevada
County, Calif,;

H.R.596. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Clalms to hear, determine,
and render judgment upon a certain claim of
John E, Parker, his heirs, administrators, or
assigns, against the United States;

H.R. 682. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Elllott Hewitt;

H.R.T703. An act conferring jurisdiction
upon the United States District Court for
the Eastern District of South Carolina to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon
the claim of Mrs. Oteen Foxworth;

H.R. 709. An acu for the relief of the Gen-
eral Engineering & Dry Dock Corp.;

H.R.1009. An act for the relief of the
Central Bank, a California corporation as
assignee of John C. Williams, an individual
operating under the fictitious name and
trade style of Central Machine Works, of
Oakland, Calif.;

H.R.1042. An u.ct for the rellef of Hoy C.
Wong:

H. R.1116. An act for the relief of Mexican
Fibre & Twine Co., Inc.;

H.R. 1131. An act for the rellef of James
Fred Girdley and Percy Bridgewater;

H. R. 1173. An act for the relief of Florence
Bryant Peters and E. B. Peters;

H.1..1207. An act for the relief of Alvin
G. Patton;

H.R. 1470. An act for the relief of the
estate of James F. Delahanty, deceased;
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H. R, 1496. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Thelma Lee Rynaard;

H.R.1676. An act for the rellef of Thomas
N. Bates;

H.R.2349. An act for the rellef of Col.
Wilodzimierz Onacewics;

H.R.2785. An act to provide for further
contributions to the International Children's
Emergency Fund;

H.R. 2848. An act for the relief of Leon
Nikolaivich Volkov;

H. R.3017. An act for the relief of Ramon
G, Hunter and Arthur Nancett;

H.R.3077. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Rebecca Levy:

H.R.3151. An act to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of June 25,
1938, as amended, by providing for the certifi-
cation of batches of drugs composed wholly
or partly of any k'nd of aureompycin, chlor-
amphenicol, and bacitracin, or any derivative
thereof;

H.R.3313. An act for the relief of the
estate of the late Manuel Graulau Velez;

H.R.3320. An act for the relief of Ignacio
Colon Crug;

H.R.3321. An act for the rellef of Gloria
Esther Diaz, Lydia Velez, and Gladys Prieto;

H.R.3323. An act for the relief of the
estate of Rafael Rebollo;

H.R.38680. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to quitelaim 5o acres
of land in Washington County, Miss., to the
Mississippl State College;

H.R.3717. An act to repeal the act of July
24, 1946, relating to the Swan Island Animal
Quarantine Station;

H.R.3720. An act for the relief of Erwin
F. Earl;

H.R.3812. An act for the relief of Myrtle
Ruth Osborne, Marion Walts, and Jessie A.
Walts;

H. R.4252. An act to transfer the trawlers
Alaske and Oregon from the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation to the Fish and Wildlife
Service;

H.R.4373. An act for the relief of Ray G.
Schneyer and Dorothy J. Schneyer;

H.R.4559. An act for the relief of Louis
Brown;

H.R.4807. An act for the relief of Robert
A, Atlas; and

H. J. Res. 228, Joint resolution authorizing
an appropriation for the work of the Presi-
dent’s Committee on National Employ the
Physically Handicapped Week.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK., Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 28 minutes p. m.) the
House, under its previous order, ad-
journed until Monday, July 11, 1949, at
12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

744, A letter from the of De-
fense transmitting a letter by the Acting
Secretary of the Navy recommending the en-
actment of a proposed draft of legislation
entitled “To authorize the allowance of leave
credit to officers of the Army, Navy, Alr Force,
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and the Reserve
components thereof, who were denied such
credit as the result of certain changes In
their status between September 8, 1939, and
August 9, 1946""; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

745. A letter from the President, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill entitled
"To amend the District of Columbia Teach-
ers' Salary Act of 1947", to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.
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746. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “To increase the number of
examiners in chief in the Patent Office, and
for other purposes”; to the Committee on
the Judiciary. .

T47. A letter from the Postmaster General,
transmitting a report of claims pald by the
Post Office Department under the provisions
of the Federal Tort Claims Act during the
fiscal year 1948-49; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

748. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Inferior, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled “A bill to amend the act of
August 8, 1946, relating to the payment of an-
nual leave to certain officers and employees’;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
SBervice.

749. A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting a report on rec-
ords proposed for disposal and lists or sched~
ules, or parts of lists or schedules, covering
records proposed for disposal by certain Gov-
ernment agencies; to the Committee on
House Administration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committee on Public
Works. H.R.3071. A bill to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to purchase certain
property in Morgan County; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1000). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committee on Public
Works. H.R.3197. A bill relating to the sale
of the old Louisville Marine Hospital, Jeffer-
son County, Ky.; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1001). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R.2392. A bill to provide for the liguida-
tion of the trusts under the transfer agree-
ments with State rural rehabilitation corpo-
rations, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. No. 1003). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Zommerce. 8. 1278. An act to fix the
United States share of project costs, under
the Federal Airport Act, involved in installa-
tion of high intensity lighting on CAA des-
ignated instrument landing runways; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1004). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union. ‘

Mr. ROGERS of Florida: Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce. 8. 1279. An
act to amend the Federal Airport Act so as to
provide that minimum rates of wages need
be specified only in contracts in excess of
$2,000; without amendment (Rept. No. 1005).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SULLIVAN: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, S, 1280. An act to
amend the Federal Airport Act so as to limit
to 10 percent any increase of the amount
stated as a maximum obligation under a
grant agreement; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1006). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committee on Pub-
lic Works. H. R. 53566. A bill to provide for
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the conveyance of land to the Norfolk County
Trust Co. in Stoughton, Mass., with an
amendment (Rept. No. 1002). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H.R.5549. A bill relating to the exemption
from payment of income tax of certain com-
pensation payable to Federal employees sta-
tioned in the Territories and ions of
the United States; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. COLMER:

H. R. 5550. A bill to amend the act entitied
“An act to expedite the provision of housing
in connection with national defense, and for
other purposes”, as amended, to permit the
sale of war housing to State and local hous-
ing agencies; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. FARRINGTON:

H.R. 5551, A bill to authorize the President
of the United States, under certain condi-
tions, to appoint boards of inguiry with
power to make binding recommendations
with respect to labor disputes in trade be-
tween the continental United States and the
Territory of Hawaii, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.5552. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 8, 1946, relating to the payment of an-
nual leave to certain officers and employees;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. LODGE:

H. R.5553. A bill to authorize payments by
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs on the
purchase of automobiles or other conveyances
by certain disabled veterans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. SADOWSEI:

H.R,5554. A bill to require the United
States Civil Service Commission to establish
a regional office for the State of Michigan
at Detroit, Mich.; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WOOD:

H. R.5555. A bill to repeal the act of March
31, 1949, suspending certain import taxes on
copper; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MORRIS:

H. R.5556. A bill to make available for In-
dian use certain surplus property at the
Wingate Ordnance Depot, N. Mex.; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. GATHINGS:

H.R.b55657. A bill to provide for coordina~
tion of arrangements for the employment of
agricultural workers admitted for temporary
agricultural employment from foreign coun-
tries in the Western Hemisphere, to assure
that the migration of such workers will be
limited to the minimum numbers required
to meet domestic labor shortages and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan:

H. R. 5558, A bill declaring a portion of the
Paw Paw River, in the city of Benton Harbor,
in the city of St. Joseph and Benton Town-
ship, county of Berrien, State of Michigan, to
be nonnavigable; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BATTLE:

H.R.55669. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act with respect to the
advertising of alcoholic beverages; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.R.5560. A bill to terminate the war-tax

rates on certain miscellaneous excise taxes,

A
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and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
By Mr. CROSSER:

H. R.5561. A bill to create an independent
Air Safety Board; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce. '

By Mr. DAVIES of New York:

H.R.55662. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1948 and the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, to provide
price support for Angora-rabbit wool; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R.5563. A bill to amend Public Law 49,
Seventy-seventh Congress, for the purpose of
preventing loss of life, impairment of health,
and endangerment to the safety of coal mine
employees; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

By Mr. CELLER:

H. J. Res. 285. Joint resolution to erect a
memorial to the memory of Mohandas K.
Gandhi; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. LODGE:

H. Con. Res. 101. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to refund of premiums on national
service life insurance policies; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of California memorlaliz-
ing the President and Congress of the United
States relative to the construction of navi-
gable channels on the BSacramento and
Feather Rivers; to the Committee on Public
Works.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOLLING:

H.R.5564. A bill for the relief of Wilcox
Electric Co., Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. EEOGH:

H.R.5565. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Eustadio D. Papavasilopulo; to the Com-
mittee on the Judicliary,

By Mr. REED of New York:

H.R.5566. A bill for the relief of Dr. Agos-
tino DeLisi; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1, of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

1268. By Mr. McCULLOCH: Petition of
Mrs. Ethel Webb, and 26 others, urging en-
actment of legislation prohibiting the trans-
portation of alcoholic beverage advertising
in interstate commerce and the broadcasting
of alcoholic beverage advertising over the
radio; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

1269. By Mr. CANFIELD: Resolution of
Amalgamated Local 300, Engineers and Sal-
aried Employees Association, UAW-CIO, urg-
ing governmental action to stop the current
economic recession; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1270. By Mr. RICH: Petition of Rural Let-
ters Carriers of Potter-McKean Counties, Pa.,
in opposition to H. R. 4772, providing a 40-
hour week for rural carriers; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

1271, By Mr. MACK of Washington: Peti-
tion of Seattle Chapter, Associated General
Contractors of America, regarding proposed
Columbia Valley Authority legislation; to the
Committee on Public Works.
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1272. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Wood-
bury County Medical Society, Bloux City,
Iowa, relative to being placed on record as
being opposed to any form of compulsory
health insurance or any system of political
medicine designed for natlonal bureauecratic
control; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

1273. Also, petition of Oakland County
Dental Society, Pontiac, Mich., requesting
Congress not to enact any legislation which
will hamper that freedom such as current
proposals for compulsory health insurance;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

1274. Also, petition of Bishop Clarkson Me-
morial Hospital, Omaha, Nebr., relative to
expressing their opposition to compulsory
health insurance, considering it a menace
to the public health and an abuse of the
individual freedom of choice; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1275. Also, petition of W. J. Shuman and
others, Chambersburg, Pa., requesting pas-
sage of H, R. 2136 and 2136, known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

SENATE
MoxnpAY, JuLy 11, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met, in executive session,
at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Rev. Alton Henley Glasure, pastor,
Presbyterian Church, St. Petersburg,
Fla., offered the following prayer:

O Lord God, we thank Thee for Thy
mercies which are new every morning
and fresh every evening. We praise
Thee for Thy blessings which have been
multiplied to us in rich abundance. As
we thank Thee for blessings received we
would thank Thee more for opportu-
nities to serve. In these opportuni-
ties we beseech Thee to give Thy divine
leadership to these Thy servants.

We confess before Thee our sins and
pray for the gift of clear thinking, and
that these Thy legislative laborers may
be faithful stewards in the service of
Thy eternal kingdom. :

In the name of Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Friday, July
8, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr, Miller,
one of his secretaries,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H. R. 1689) to
increase rates of compensation of the
heads and assistant heads of executive
departments and independent agencies,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

S5.1042. An act relating to the payment of
fees, expenses, and costs of jurors; and

S.1070. An act to establish a national
housing objective and the policy to be fol-
lowed in the attainment thereof, to pro-
vide Federal aid to assist slum-clearance
projects and low-rent public housing
projects initiated by local agencies, to
provide for financial assistance by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for farm housing, and
for other purposes.

CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATIONS IN THE
ARMED SERVICES

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I re-
port favorably from the Committee on
Armed Services numerous routine pro-
motions in the armed services of the
United States. No objection has been
heard to any of the nominations incor-
porated in this recommendation from
any source, the report is unanimous, and
I ask for the immediate consideration of
the nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Maryland? The Chair hears none, and,
without objection, the nominations are
confirmed, and the President will be im-~
mediately notified.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, and withdrawing two nom-
inations, which nominating message was
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The {following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare:

Paul W. EKabler and sundry other candi-
dates for appointment and promotion in the
Regular Corps of the Public Health Service,

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. LUCAS. T suggest the absence of
& quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.
The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hunt Myers
Anderson Ives Neely
Bricker Jenner O'Conor
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Reed

Cain Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Capehart Kefauver Russell
Chapman Eem Saltonstall
Connally Kerr Smith, Maine
Cordon Knowland Smith, N. J.
Donnell Langer Sparkman
Dulles Lodge Stennis
Eecton Long Taft
Ferguson Lucas Taylor
Flanders McCarran Thomas, Okla,
Frear McCarthy Thomas, Utah
Fulbright, McClellan Thye

George McFarland Tydings
Gillette McEellar Vandenberg
Graham Malone “Watkins
Green - Martin Wherry
Gurney Maybank Wiley
Hayden Miller Williams
Hendrickson  Millikin Withers
Hoey Morse Young
Holland Mundt

Humphrey Murray
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